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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION

The really important isswes facing society — poterty, conglict, ovime and 5o on —
carvxx be tackled by ary single ongarization acting alone. These issues huve

mﬁnmm 0 that inberently mudss-
ﬁrﬂﬁiﬁ%&ﬁmkmmq

alleviating these problems, Chris Huxcham (1996)

The Seprember 11, 2001 attack on the United States was the most dramaric illustration
of our need to rethink our current practices of working together. On September 12, 2001
people began to ask - how could this terronst atrack have happened te us? How could we have
missed the warning signs? Who was to blame for this iragedy? The relationships among the
governmental agencies with information were already strained (Cooper and Meyer, 2002) and
were severely damaged as a result of the September 11 artacks, The public wasn't concerned
about their relationship. They expected performance. Yet effective performance depended cn a
collaborative relationship that would put the safety of citizens above the needs and interests of
any particular agency or person {(April 26, 2004 Time, Ocober 17, 2002 Joint Inquiry Hearing,
June 5, 2002 Washington Post, May 26, 2002 Los Angeles Times). The artacks were panly a
result of poor collaboration. Given the present unsettled state of our counzry, the public
demands that our agencies collaborate with one another. And yet are we? Can we? If the

answer to these questions is yes, then: perhaps the most important question is - Wi collabrrarion
e suwesghil?

Taking a closer lock a the operarional practices of a system provides a starting point
for determining those factors and conditions that are most likely to increase the success of a
collaborative problem solving effort. The criminal justice system provides a framework to

conduct this exploration,



THE CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM

The criminal justice system is defined as all agencies set up to deal with different aspects
of crime and the treaument of offenders (Albanese 2002), Agency representatives are &Xperts i
their field, complete with appropriate research o support their view of whar causes crime and

supports thelr individual approach o solving it (Poncelet 2001),

In the early part of the 20% Century in this counuy, criminal justice work seemed less
cemplicared. Police arrested alleged criminals; prosecutors made charging decisions, Lhe court
procees determined guile or innocence; and judges decided what time was to be served. The
person served the time and was released, in some cases under supervision of a probatien or
parole officer. Each agency had a job to do that seemed distinct to them (Kennedy 1998),

The eriminal justice system has evolved over the last 100 years into an elaborare
organism charged with the increasingly complex and majer social problem of community safecy
(Leone et al., 2002, Crawford 1997, McEwen 1997, Garland 1990). The wraditional view of the
eriminal justice system has remained a linear one as depicied in Diagram One. The Bureau of
Justice Statistics (BS) ereated this generic model of the criminal justice system that idencifies the

flow of people through the system and specific decision points.

However, the linear model does not reflect reality, This diagram provides a sense of the
complexity of the system but can not capture the dynamic narure of sysrem operations. For
example, the same person is being served by several agencies and may start back through the
sysem with a new offense before he or she has received the outcome for the Frst offense.

Components of the criminal justice system are inter-related.  An offender will more
than likely touch every component of the system from arrest through the jail, courts, and
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community supervision. Experience and research have discovered approaches that seem to be
effecuve in reducing crime and recidivism, This has introduced z plethora of new parmers;
mental health providers, social service agencies, the medical profession, victim service
representatives, and others, each bninging their knawledge, practices, and biases with them
{Kennedy, 1999; Crawford, 1997). Success in preventing and reducing crime is dependent on
the ability of all the partners, new and old, to work in unison, 1 collaborate, in the performance

of their work.

The lack of experience or opportunity in working collaboratively, coupled with the
complexity of the system, has led some to view the criminal justice system as fragmented
{McGarrell E. & Chermak, S., 2003; Rosenbaum, 2003; Lasker & Weiss, 2003; Leone P., Quinn,
M., and Osher, D., 2002}, It is believed that adopring a collaborative approach to work will
create a seamnless response to crime and community salery, thus reducing or eliminating the

present system fragmentation.

THE CALL FOR COLLABORATION

Government is being called upon to create a seamless system by establishing
collaborative partnerships. The new partnerships have forced a relationship with non-traditional
parters such as not-for-profit agencies and grassroots organizations whose approach 10 solving
problems is sometimes quite different from a traditional governmental approach to work. The
Fedetal Government responded to this call by requiring collaboration among various groups
including caminal justice agencies, commuanity organizations, and victim advocates in their
efforts to address public salety. Some examples of these types of initiatives range from
Comprehensive Communities Program, Safe Schools/Healthy Students, and Weed and Seed
(see Appendix A).

The goal of these inidarives is to support projects that promote collaboration, minimize
duplication of effonts, and improve the scope and quality of governmental, private, and non-
profit services within a community in addressing issues associated with crime. These initiatives
illustrate that govemmental agencies are being asked to work with other agencies, organizations,
and people in new ways. They are being asked to change the way they work - to do it by
collaborating with others.
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The desire for agencies and organizations 1w work wogether mare efectively is not a new
idea. The call for collaboration has been growing steadily over the last 20 years (Burrell 2003;
Crawfard, 19%7). Researchers and expents have believed for some time that problems can be
solved more effectively by agencies and organizations collaborating on implementing solutions
to shared problems. Successful collsboration can create an environment that breaks through
existing thinking and action and may move people to risk working differently. (Lasker, 2003;
Leone et al., 2002; Gray 1989; Swan & Morgan, 1983). Collaborauen theory purporrs that “the
collaborative effor is the primary method for achieving ideal shorr and/or long term goals that
would not otherwise be attainable as entities working independently.” (Gadja 2003) The
challenge governmental agencies face though is that adopting collaboration as a way of

conducting business is difficult under the traditional bureaucratic model,

INCORPORATING COLLABORATION INTO A BUREAUCRATIC SYSTEM

Webster {1990) defines bureaucracy as 2 “governmeut characrerized by specialization of
functions, adherence to [ixed rules and = hierarchy of authority,” Bureaucracy is intended to
enhance system efficiency by clearly defining and separating areas of responsibiliry and
establishing a hierarchy of order (Weber 1947). This compartmentalized approach 1o conducting
business is one of the principles of bureaucracy. It builds in the appropriare checks and balances
necessary o manage a complex syswem. Bureaucracy expects deparuments to coordinate their

efforts but still maintain their autonemy.

Many authors assert chat the ability to collaborate is imporant because individual agencies,
working independently, are not as effective as agencies working together to address the serious
social issues of crime problems and enhancing community safery (Burrell, 2003; Leone et al,,
2002; Kennedy, 1998; McEwen, 1997; Tolan & Guerra, 1994; and Kelling & Wilson, 1982).
Collaborarion requires a clear connection of the work between and among individual agencies.
Collaboration is intended 1o clase the system gaps created by the inter-relatedness of agencies,
plus create a fluid systemn that blends agency actions in serving their clients and paves the way for
developing 2 shared voice in serving our communities. The challenge facing governmental
agencies is crearing an environment that maintains the necessities of bureaucracy while

incorporating the shared decision making dimensions of collaboradon,



Community Policing and Community Justice, two relatively new criminal justice theories,
reflec this blend of bureaucracy with shared decision-making through a collaborative approach
to problem solving. Bob Trojanowicz describes Community Policing as . . . “a philosophy of
full-serice, personalized policing where the same officer patrols and works in the same arez on a
permanent basis, from a decentralized place, working in a proactive partnership with cirizens to
identify and solve problems” (Trojanowicz, 1598). The American Probation and Parcle
Association define Comrmunity Justice as “a sirategic method of crime reduction and prevention,
building and enhancing partnerships within communities.” Community justice pohicies confrom
crime and delinquency through proactive, problem-solving practices aimed at prevention,
control, reduction and reparation of the harm crime has caused. Community Policing and
Community Justice ar¢ intended 1o support 2 criminal justice systemn that creares and maintains
vita] healthry, safe and just communitics as well as improve the quality of life for all citizens.
Translating the theory into action is the challenge and oppormniry for the criminal justice

SyStenL

BRIEF DESCRIPTION AND QUESTIONS ADDRESSED IN STUDY

This study explores the ability to adapt collaboration 1s 2 way of conducting business within
a criminal justice context. It examines the experiences of four projects that use a collaborative
approach w problem solving and were or have been in existence for at least 5 years, This study
assesses the effect of collaboration on altering the way work has rraditionally been conducted
ameng these agencies and organizations. Particular attention is paid to the relalionships among
the key members of the project and the structure in which they conducr their work. Cuestions
addressed within this study include:

»  What are the conditions thar affect the success or failure of collaboration? Are there

combinations of conditions that make 2 difference? If so, how?
¢  Wha influences peopie to come wegether? To stay together?

*  What ensures thar the changes in work practices remain even though the players may
have change?

Answers to these questions can add o our knowledge in answering broader questions facing
governmental agencies. In general, s it possible for governmental agencies built on a

bureaucratic mode] to be flexible encugh to accommodate collaboration? Can the territorial walls



between public agencies be lowered enough to allow for sharing information and joint action?
Can governmental agencies allow for shared decision-making and shared authority? Can they
really adopt collaboration as a way of conducting wark?



CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW

Uniless the toolbox. of ideas at the perrtrrsdnp table indsides altermeiie perspeciues and
approadies, probian solung will cortrroe i b e as wsal” i the public safery
radrs Derprs Roseibaen (2003)

It 15 imperauve for those workung with others 1o solve a murual problem ta know what may
cause their efforts to be derailed or what may enhance their chances of success. As has been
llustrated, the Federal Governnient continues 1w, invest time and resources into requiring local
projects to collaborate on these mumial problems. They are certain that collaboration is the
avenue 10 shift from eingle agency problem solving 10 multi-agency, multi-jurisdicrional
approaches to a complex issue — community safety. This study was concerned with identifying
those conditions Lhat appear 1o have the greatest effect on the adoption of collaboration as 2 way
of working within the ¢riminal justice system, The chapter is divided imo three sections:

¢ Definitions of collaboration and how collaborauion is delineated from terms that

are closely associated with it.
»  Collaboration challenges - external and organizational

* Examinations of evahurtions that have been conducted on criminal jusiice
collaborative problem solving projects, The examinauon is divided into rwo
parts. The first part describes the process used to select the evaluations. It also
briefly describes the selected evaluations and their research methods. The
second part of this section presents their findings vsing the dimensions of
collaboration as outlined in this study.



COLLABORATION DEFINED

Collaboration is a word that is used often and rarely defined. Webster (1990) defines it
as “to work jeintly with others or together especially in an intellectual endeaver.” Academicians
collaborate on papers. This may mean that they write different chaprers. It may mean they
assist in writing or that they may be the primary author with assistance. They may never meet or

come together 1o do ther work, Are they collaborating?

There have been nwmerous experts and researchers who have examined collaberation.

Examples of some of their definitions and descriptions of collaboration are noted in Table One.

One of the key conditions that ilustrare collaboration is a change in work practices.
Swan & Morgan (1993) describe collaboration as “a radical departure from the tradidonal
functions of independent and paralle] agencies.” Barbara Gray (1989) describes
collaberation as a “process through which parties who see different aspects of a problem can
constructively explore differences and search for solutions thar go beyond their own limited

vision of what is possible.”

Collaborarion requires individuals to act differently when they work together. Lasker
& Weiss (2001) hypothesize that collaborative processes require empowering individuals,
creating soctal ties, and creating a synergy that breaks through existing thinking and action.
Adam Crawford (1997) nates thar collaboration enzails sorne degree of fusion and melding
of relarions between agencies. This requires interrupting normal internal working
relationships. New structures and forms of work arise. Key organizations may relinquish

some of their core professional duties and take on new ones.

Other definitions are less radical. David Chrislip & Carl Larson (1997) in
Collaborative Leadership define collaborarion as “a mutually beneficial relationship between
two or more parties who work toward common goals by sharing responsibility, authority,

and accountability for achieving results,” Christianson Krentz 8 Maeers (1997), are very
sumular to Chrislip.
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Hiham C (1994) Creaing
Callaborative Advaoiage.

Chrigisayan, 1, Krentz, C, Marers, ML
{eds) (1997) Recrcaning Bolationships:
Callaborarion and Educaticnal Redorm.

Swan , W. W. and Morgan, Janet L
(1953} Collsfmuing Jor Corrpentrna e
Servicre jor Youry Chiliben and vhetr
Fiordfie, Paul H. Brockes Publishing
Co

! Leone, I, OQuann, M., and Ceher, D.
(2002} Colkobrmnier 1ty firerile Justie

ond Resducirgg Recidosvn for Yoush nath
Piasielits

Crreford, A {1997) The Local
Gevernance of Crime: Appeals 1o
Corurrunity and Pastrrerships

Davad Chrislip and Card Larson
Callaboratrve Leaderahip: oo Chizens
amcl Crar Learders Can Make a
Ditference

Barbars Grey. Collaborating: Finding
Cemunan Ground for Mulupanty
Problems, $an Francisco: Jussey-Bass
1989 g 3

Syetem e Youh Serving Ageraes brproneg

Collaboration is the cvchange of information, the dtering of activities, the
sharing of resources, and the enhancement of the capacity of annther for
the mutual bezefit of +f] and to achieve 2 common purpose.

Annbures of Callaba rarign:
+ Collahoruion implics interdependence end cogaing give and take
* Selurions emerge through penicipants dealing constructively with

differences,

® Partners mus work beyond seretypes to rethink their views about each
other

* Callaborarion involves joinr oewership of devitians
* Stakeholders 2ssume collective responsibatiy for Aaure direcrion of the
downain

*Callaboralion is an emergent pracess; through negoriarions and iterations,
nules for governing furnre interactions are actually restruchared,

Collabaration it 2 “rdic] departure froom the tradithonal funciicns of
independent and parallel sgencies™ charaterizad by: teamwork; rmmual
planning; chared sapership of problemy; shared vision end gpals;
adpuctment of policies and procedures; intrgration of idews; nymchronization
of activities and timelines; contnbation of resources; joint evahurion; and
rutual satisfaction and pride of accomplishment in providing a quality and
comprehensive service divery nean.

Fequirements for aollaboration:
1. Orpaniraniemal transfomarion:

2. Acive consumer invalveromrt 2t all levels;

LY ﬁuﬂmaf:hnﬁnicsyst:mihuisgrﬁmrdmdumofhspmsin
mecting the needs of its condiniency

Collaboration entuls some degree of fusion and melding of refations
bersvern agencies. This roquires intermupting normal soternal working
relationshups, New structurcs and forms of work anise. Key organizarions
may eelmquish some of their core professional dinies and Lake on new ones,
Collaborarion is as “s mutwally benrfica) rebnionship berween o or more
parties who wark 1oward common geals by sharing respemsibiliy, authority,
and acecuntabllicy for achieving resulrs.™

Collaboration is a " process through which panies who see different aspects
of a problem can constructively explore dif{erences and search for sohutions
that go beyond ther own limited vision of wha is possible.”

TABLE ONE: Definitions and Descriptions of Collaboration




and Larson. They include joint ownership, collective responsibility, and rules for governing

interactions in their discussion of the artnbutes of collaboration.

Collaboration is a philosaphy that moves beyond structured problem solving and
creates an environment where all parties share in the success and failure of the work, and are
committed to open and direct communication and decision-making (Gajda, 2004). Conflic
is addressed and resolved and authority is shared, Work is done differently. An altered
organizational structure is created. The ahered structure invelves overlapping or as
Crawford says “melding” of relations berween agencies. There is mutual benefit for all

agencies and organizations.

This study chase to use an existing definttion of collaboration. The definition
offered by Macesich, Murray-Close & Monsey (2001) definition was selected because they
have done extensive work in the area of collaboration and because of their close association
with the Amherst Wilder Foundation, a pioneer crganization in collaboration work. For this
study, collaboration is defined as:

“a 1nutually beneficial and well-defined relationship entered into by two or more

agencies and organizations to achieve a common goal.”

The dimensions of collaboration were modified for this study and are: a
comumitment ¢o a shared vision and goals; 2 jointly developed strucrure and shared
responsibility; murual authority and accountability for success, open and direct

communication, and a trusting relationship. This means the people working on the project:

» Jointly define the purpose and are commired to work as 2 tearm;

» Review the existing system structure and incorporate interrelated roles and
responsibilities;

» Balance authority and assume mutual accountability;

# Establish and maintain formal and informal methods for frequent and fexible

commurucagon; and

® Build trusting relationships by surfacing conflicr, discussing it, and coming 1o a
resolution,
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One of the challenges to studying collaboration is that people often use the word but
do not understand the true meaning. Collaboration is often used interchangeably with
cooperarion and coordination which have slightly different meanings. Martesich et al.
(2001), delineate the terms using these descriptions:

Cooperation is characterized by informal relationships that exist without any
commonly defined mission, structure, or planning effort. Information is shared as
needed, and authority is retained by each organization so there is virtually no risk_

Resources are separate as are rewards,

Coordination is characterized by more formal relationships and an
-understanding of compatible missions. Some planning and division of rolss are
required, and communication channels are established. Authority sull rests with the
individual organizarions, but there is some increased risk to all parucipants. Resources

are available to partcipants and rewards are murually acknowledged.

Collabaoration connores a more durable and pervasive relarjonship.
Collaboration brings previously separated organizations into a new structure wirh full
commitment to a common mission. $uch relationships require comprehensive
planning and well-defined communicarion channels operating on many levels.
Auwrhority is determined by the collaborative structure. Risk is much greater because
each member of the collaborative contributes its own resources and repuration.

Resources are pooled or jointly secured, and the projects are shared.

Collaboration is not just meeting together, nor is it just planning together” (Leone &
Osher, 2002). It is a philasophical approach to working - a belief that working together will
produce berrer results than working alone, Cooperation and coordination have worked in
the traditional bureaucraric system but instituting collaboration has been more difficult.
Collaboration moves beyond structured problem solving and creates an environment where
all parttes share in the success and failure of the work underaken, and everyone involved is
fully commicred to open and direct communication and decision-making (Gadja, 2004).
Conllict is addressed and resolved and authority is shared.



Collaboration 15 difficult ta study and it is also difficult 1o implement. It requires
time and it more than likely requires a change in working practices. Challenges to
collaboration come from within and outside of each agency and organization involved with

the joint problem-solving project.

CHALLENGES WORKING WITH EXTERNAL PARTNERS

There are concerns about coliaboration and its purported advantages. One of the
first and ofen less discussed challenges is a power imbalance when agencies come together
to jointly solve a problem. The collaborative effort may not succeed because of this
imbalance and members inability to resolve ir, either because of lack of training or possibly
due 1o conflict avoidance. (Coggins, 1998; Britell, 1997; Crawford, 1997; Moldawvi, 1996 and
McCloskey, 1996}, It may also be impossible to get past philosophical differences even
without overt conflict and, as has been stated, a shared vision and agreement on the solution

is a key ingredient for successful collaborarion.

Even if parties agree to collaborate on decisions, McCloskey (1996) asserts that
collaborative groups can not produce the best decisions because only the lowest common
denominaror solurions survive. He believes this ocours due to complacency. “Since most
people do not like conflict, they buy into the idea of collaborative partnership, If people are
convinced that compromise achieved through collaboration produces the best solutions, it
may reduce the incentive to look for ather aliernatives. There may be more pokirically
difficult sclutions thar are better for the environment that are not considered. Collaborative
groups pravide a safe alternative to crisis by holding off an inevitable crash.” An
unfortunate outcome of complacency or this conllict avotdance is the lack of courage 1o
ensure partners comply with agreements and commitments, since the collaborative

arrangement usually carries no authority.
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QRGANIZATIONAL CHALLENGES

The challenges of adopting collaboration as a way of working extend beyond
external partners and surface within each agency and organization. Collaboration requires
the culture of the organization 1o change - to be flexible and responsive to the environment

and needs of the communides chat they serve,

In their book, Reinuetig Govermorz, Osborne and Gabler (1992) recommend
*overthrowing bureaucraric malaise and creating a more responsive and flexible government
.. to think owtside of the box”. This is one of the biggest internal challenges to changing the
way business is conducred within government agencies because this struggle is creared by all
levels within the agency. This struggle to change 1s again discussed in Peter Senge’s book
The Fifth Discipline. Senge (1990) calls for creating organizations that clearly understand
threats and recognize new opportunities, Senge stressed thar our thinking creates a lot of
our problems. His premise emphasized that attempting to understand the future by relying
on the past only forces the solving of problems in the same way over and over again, This

approach has been both a challenge and practice in the eriminal justice system.

Chris Argyis (1990), an organizarional development researcher, points out thar, even
with the commitment and acknowledgement to do it differently, there will be a challenge.
Argyis’s premise 15 char teams that funcuon quite well with routine issues will shy away fram
confronting issues that may appear threatening to the group or affect the spint of the team.
He argues that most managers find collective inquiry inherently threatening and that, even if
they did inquire, this behavior is not reinforced or supported by others on the team, in
leadership positions, or a5 an accepted organizarional norm, This finding 15 very sigmficant
where community initiatives depend on teams that can truly come together and wark in new
ways, forging new relationships, and solving complex problems. The effect may be even
mare dramaric when members are added to the teams thar are outside the regular cast of
characters, thus compounding a tendency to maincain a status quo. The other challenge to
doing business differently is Argyris's double loop leaming theory (1985). Double loop
learning allows people to question if their actions or way of doing business is consistent with

whar they say they are doing because often the two do not martch,



COLLABORATION RESFARCH AND EVALUATIONS

As mentioned previously, one of the proneers in exploring collaboration was the
Ambherst H Wilder Foundation. Their first publication about collaboration appeared in
1915. This dedication to understanding and examining collaboration led to two mexa-
analyses conducted by Martesich, Murray-Close, and Monsey in 1992 and repeated it in 2000.
This analysis involved 133 studies in 1952 and an additional 281 in 2000. Their
comptrehensive work resulted m the identification of six categonies and 20 factors that they

believed influenced successhul collaboration.

The work conducted through the Amherst Foundation provided an exhaustive look
at those factors that influence successful collaboration. As they adnut, it does not indicare
which factors may be more influential chan another. It is not evidenced through their work
if a factor by itself can be responsible for successful collaboration or if any are more eritical
than others. The wark only identifies the most common factors that appeared in the studies
they reviewed. All the factors are important, but the Wilder study does not indicate if some

are more crinical to the success of a collaborative effon than ancther.

The ropic of collaboration continues to ba explored by researchers. Lasker, Weiss
and Miller (2001) in their article entitled Partnership Sy A Prazicad Framework for Studyong
axl Strengthening the Collaboratzve Aduouage, use the term ‘synergy” to describe successful
collaboration. They cite resources, relationships {trust, respect), appropriate representarion,

and a governance strucrure as the determinants of partnership synergy.

Dennis Rosenbaurn (2003}, a noted crimunal justice researcher, afrer reviewing
literature on partnerships and examining two Federal initarives (Weed and Seed and
Comprehensive Communities Program) postulares similar themes as Lasker. He
acknowledges the importance of trust. He stresses the need for lugh-level commitment,
which in a sense is appropriate representation. He adds a shared vision and sufficient

resources to the requirements for collaboranon
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Lane and Turner (1999} explored interagency collaborarion issues in juvenile justice
through a literature review on the subject and then by llustrating the findings through actual
programs occurring in the field. Their findings support Rosenbaum’s claim regarding 2
shared vision and Lasker's governance model described as clear roles and policy guidelines.
They added the need for muluple layers of participation and a clear leader as prerequisites
for collaboration.

Another study, “ Understandtng Corrvrsoaty festie Pavtrerships: A ssessirg the Capacty o
Parener” (Roman, Moore, Jenkin and Small, 2002) was undertaken 1o synthesize the literatore
regarding community organizations ability to work collaboratively with criminal justice
agencies. These researchers found thar partnerships are more tkely to succeed when there is
a clear and shared vision and a clearly defined work plan. They also surfaced the importance

of open and regular communication,

The question to be explored through this study was “can the cAminal justice system
adopt collaborarion as a way of working?” More specifically, whar assists or inhibits
collaborarton? The focus of the literature review sought to find out from the research that
had been conducred in the criminal justice field whar had been learned regarding

collaborarion and if particular areas of collabararion were more significant than others.

Thiy was doree by reviewing criminal justice evaluarions of system-wide collaboration
problem solving projects, In the criminal justice field, the measurement for success is most
often reduction in crime, not how well agency representatives worked together. This means
most evaluations will not focus solely on collaboration, Most, however, will conduct some

analysis of collaboration as part of the assessment of the entire project,

There was an ininal screening of the evaluations that were conducted for the
Deparument of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, from 1994 -2003, to ascertain which
ones would be applicable to the study of collabaration. The first step in this exploration was
establishing the critenia for selecting those evaluations most relevant and useful for this study

and for surfacing collaboration factors.



The iniual critena for selection included:

* The goal of the initiative had to require 2 or more agencies and
erganizarions to collaborate. This requirement would insure some
arention 1n the evaluation to the abilicy of the project members to work
together.

» Projects that instituted a specific program were not considered because
the evaluations were more likely to focus on the effect of the strategy on
reducing crime e.g. drug courts, mentoring programs.

The evaluations that did not meet the cntena were elminated. It was discovered
toward the beginning of the more in-depth review an zdditional selection crirerion weould be
required:

s Vieum Centered Initiatives were not considered, Usually these topics are
emotionally charged sa the results descnibing the ability of the projec
members to work together could be distorted. Domestic violence and
child maltreatment work involves advocacy agencies that speak for those
not in positions to do this for themselves. Members of these agencies
may have difficultly separating their commitment 10 the issue they
represent from collaboration with those agencies they see as part of the
problem. This creates a dynamic among the members that is not as
prevalent in other types of projects. This dynanuc would more than
likely influence the project member’s ability to work as a team_

Additionally, multi-site evaluations were preferred over single site evaluations, Muhi-
site evaluations compared projects that were funded by the same Federal government
Initiauve. This means they had the same original planning and operational requiremenms and

allowed for cross-site camparisons.

Evaluations that looked at success in implementing a system-wide solution were
reviewed for this study, This examination included 2 review of the research goals, the
methodoiogy, and what they learned about collaboration.  Descriptions of the initatives are
listed in Table Two.



Dercription Date of
Evaluaticn
Study
The Stratepic Appeoaches to A mult-agency, strategic planning appreach 1o came reduction 2002
{nmmuniry Safety Initiative that promates collabaration and integration of rescarch inra
[(SALED problem-sobving partneeships.
The Woal and Seed A collaborative clfort berween Federal, State, local povernments 005 & 1999
G and communitics ko improve the quality of bfe wirbin wrgenad
Eds,
The Comprehensive Indian An umtative to accelerate coordinafion with the Federal 2002
Resources For Communicy govennent, peomote infer-tnbal interactions, and develop 2
and Law Bnforcoment comaunity safery plan
{CIRCLE) Initiative
The Inlian Country Justice A program to strengthen the justce spstems serving Indian 1904
Tnitianve {IC]I} Countey by enhancing the working relabonships ameny
[RCHCipating povernment cnbkes.
The Crimnal Justice Systems  The goal of the program was for local jusedictions to work 2001
Project (CJ5P) callaburatively in developing an effective system of sanctions.
Mepsuring Commuaity The ineenion of the stady was o "identify general neighborhood
Building: Involving the strengtheming processes and then to ask how the palice might
Palice: The Final Research conaegt with these.
Report of the Police-
Community Intermction
Praject {CEY
Locally Initiated Research LIRP was intended 0 support and encourage paraerships 2003
Partnerships progmun (LIRT}  between roscarch organizations and police ax pan of Jueal
community policing effors.
Tribal Strategies against The TSAY initative was desipned to empower Aanezican ndian 202
YVicleaee (IBAY) Initative Tribes o improve the quality of Bfe within theit communities by
fustering strategic planning and by developing pantnecships.
The Indianapolis Vislence A multi-zgency collzhorative effont oo reduce homicide and 2003
Reduction Fartnership scrous violence
praject (IVREF)

13

TABLE TWO: Selecned Enitiative Evaluadons

Coldren, Costelle, Forde, Roehl and Rosenbaum conducted an assessment of SACSI
in 2002. ‘L'heir assessment poal was o measure parmership development and problem-
solving implementation apptoaches to see 1f they were using dar to assist them in making
decisions. They used several methods to gain information for their case smdies. During
their site visits they conducted interviews with members of the project team and

administeted a partnership survey that focused on the participant’s perception of progress,



success and sausfaction. The survey was adrmimstered rwice - once near the beginning of
the project and once a year later, There was also ongoing observation of meetings. The
survey results suggested chat feeling good about the partnership did not necessarily translate

into being satisfied with the projeat.

Two separate evaluations of Weed and Seed projects were conduaed; 1999
{Dunworth & Mills) and 1995 (Roehl, Huitr, Wycoff, Pate, Rebovich, and Coyle).
Researchers for both projects conducted process evaluations that involved review of projea
documentation, crime analysis, and on-site interviews. The researchers found thar the
relatonship between the governmental entity and the community was critical. They
discussed the early involvemnent by the communicy, the importance of trust, and sharing

authority as key elements for success,

Brimley, Garrow, Jorgensen and Wakeling (2002) complered a participatory process
evaluation of Comprehensive Indian Resources for Community and Law Enforcement
(CIRCLE) Iniuative. Tribal members and federal agencies participated in the design and
data collection used to develop a logic model. The success of this project was measured
primanily by the success of the implemented programs. The researchers did find that people

were more likely w stay ar the table if chey were committed to the outcome of the project.

Lujan, Riding and Tsosie (1999} completed a process evaluaticn of the Indian
Country Justice Initiative (IC]I). Their evaluarion focused on the ability to create a
continuum of operations and services between agencies that could strengrhen justice
systems. Semi-structured interviews were conducted with people involved with the project.
The researchers used the snowball technique of sampling 10 utld cheir contact list for
Lnterviewing people in the community. They garhered information from youth through the
use of focus groups. One of their significant findings was that the effect of warld views:
the Anglo-American justice sysiem focuses on procedural compliance as a means of
establhishing fairness and credibility; indigenous justice systems require problems to be
handled holistically. Justice can not be compartmentalized into stages. All affected parties
need to be involved in the resolution of the problem.
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Weller, Martin, Price, and Wagenknecht-Ivey (2001) completed a process evaluation
of the Criminal Justice Systems Project (CJSP). Their principal evaluarion objective was to
exarnine the ability of each policy team to work collaboratively in developing bulding the
capaciry to create system-wide change. A Collaboration Survey was administered using the
classification categories developed by David Chrislip and Carole Larson (1994). The survey
was administered twice - 14 months into the project and then agam during the 30 monch.
They also conducted interviews, observed meetings, and reviewed project documents.
They found that the factors for successful collaborarion included a clear plan, a clear sense
of progress and accomplishments, effective task and process leadership, good data, and the
buiding local capacivy.

The Police-Community Interaction Project study, conducted by Duffee, Scorr,
Chermak, McGarrell and Renauer (2001) used a combination of methods to defining the
dimensions of police-community interactions and fine-tuning the measurements of these
dimensions to assist in enhancing communy policing. One of the community buiiding
dimensions they examined was “steps for coordinaring organizations.” The areas they
examined were the number and types of organizations involved in the project, che frequency
of communication, and che protocols for conducting business, decision-making patterns, and
avenue for resources. The researchers discussed the difficulty measuring coordination

because of the difficulty of tying it to specific behaviors and activities.

McEwen, Conners, Spence and Bynum {2003} used an action research model 1o
evaluate the Locally Iniuated Research Partnerships program (LIRP). Their evaluation
focused on the abiity of projects to develop partnerships between research organizatians
and police. Therr findings of the factors that affect successful partnerships again repeat
sumular chemes - establish effecuve working relationships and develop trust. They alse found
chat it is important to tailor your approach to the needs of the local audience.

Nichols, Litchfield, Holappa and Van Stelle conducted a eross-site process and
impact evaluation in 2002 of the Tribal Strategies againn Violence (ISAV) Initiative. Their
evaluation analyzed the differences in culture and povernmental structure and how this

aflecred implementation of programs and services, Their feld research included imerviews,
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analysis of crime dara, and a survey of stakeholders. Findings suggest that it was difficult to
wark on collaboration because the focus from the federal gpovernment was more on
implementing proven strategies within the projea’s community. The researchers did find
evidence of strengthened relationships as illustrated by the formation of coordinating
councils thar intended 1o continue after the project had officially ended,

These studies, to various degrees, captured data regarding the effect of collaboration
on the work of each projec. SACSI and CJSP used a collaboration survey, which was
admunistered twice during the kife of the projects. The SACSI survey focused on the
perceptions of key members of the project regarding how satisfied with the project more
than measuring indicators of collaboration. The CJSP survey contained 39 artirudinal
starements grouped into eight categories. It is not clear if the interviews were used to clarify
the findings of the survey. The other evaluations gathered their data through interviews,

observation of meetings, and review of project documents.

The studies were evaluating whether each project fulfilled the mandates of the
iniviarive that included collaboration as part of the mandate. Most often, the primary focus
of the evaluations was the projeats ability 1o make a difference in crime results. The studies
provide useful informarion in this regard. Most of the studies, however, did not define
collaboration or delineate the difference berween words like cooperaton, coordinarion, and
partnership. The one study, CJSP, that did define the indicators of collaboration, did not
appear to delineate the difference berween collaboration and other words such as

coordinatucn,

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The findings of the criminal justice studies were examined for evidence of the
dimensions of collaborarion identified in the literature; a shared vision and goals; a trusling
relationship; a jointly developed structure and shared responsibility; open and direct

communication; and mutual authoriry and accountabiliry.
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DIMENSION: SHARED VISION AND GOALS

The basis for collaboration is rooted in the necessity of a shared vision - a single
voice for the eriminal justice system (Weller 2001). It has been demonstrated that
collaboration 15 more likely to succeed when the intentions are clear and agreed on by the
involved parties (Roman et al,, 2002}, When the partners develop a vision together they all
have a stake in its success and this ensures it is of value ro each participaring member.
Brimley (2002} states “Common, well understood, deeply shared project goals are valuable
because they serve as organizing principles, ultimare objectives, and a means of keeping
participants’ eyes on the prize.” Having a shared vision and goal helps keep the work stay

on track.
DIMENSION: A TRUSTING RELATIONSHIP

“Trust” seems to be the word that appears most often in the literarure as having the
strongest positive effect on breaking down the walls between members of the collzborarive
group, freeing them to be more responsive to new possibilines and to developing new
relarionships with partners (McGarrell& Chermak, 2003; McEwen et al,, 2003; Coldren et al,,
2002} . Approaches to the work ar hand and changing cne's attitude cannot happen if the
topic cannot be discussed openly. Weller {2001) found that “Where teams did not have
healthy group dynamics or a high level of trust or respect for members, they didn't want to

confront personal or systemic biases and prejudices,”

Trust also enables members to feel free to speak candidly about issues without fear
of reprisal (McGarrell & Chermak, 2003). As in any field, turf issues often exist either
because the people involved do not trust each other, or because they don't see the other
agencies as having the expernse to work with them, or even that they may not feel the need
to work with them {(Roman 2002), This obviously could prevent or delay the building of a
collaborarive partiership.

Looking at this sittanon another way, several studies cite that a long history of
distrust between the partners has led to polanzation between the various members of the
partership (McGarrell & Chermak, 2003; Rosenbaum, 2003; Lujan et al,, 1999; Roehl,
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Huaty, Wycoff, Pave, Rebovich, and Coyle, 1995). A classic example is the historical distrust
berween Indian Nations and the Federal Government. Lujan stares “Time and time again,
comrnunity members expressed a deep-seared distrust of the Federal Government.”
Polarizarion also surfaced in evaluations involving police and communities (McGarrell 2003;
Roehl ex al,, 1995), Weed and Seed projects require police ta work in neighborhoods that
have crime problems affecting quality of life issues. People living in these neighborhoods
may have a negative perception of police, and hesitate to believe thar “weeding” (weeding

out crime using primanly law enforcement strategies) will improve their living conditions,

Lack of trust was also a challenge for law enforcement and researcher's projects
(McEwen et al,, 2003; Coldren et al,, 2002). Researchers are seen as outsiders and their
motives are questioned. Law enforcement can be reluctant to release information because
they lack assurance on how it will be used. Several strategies for building trust were
mentioned from “paying your dues” (McEwen 2003) to obtaining an understanding of the
other person'’s organization and culture {Coldren 2002). Time spent building trust aided
partiGpation.

It is important to note that respect, understanding and trust are not inter-
exchangeable. One could understand another's position but not trust ar respect that

person. Equally, one may respect or trust someone without necessarily understanding themn.,

DIMENSION: A JOINTLY DEVELOPED STRUCTURE AND SHARED
RESPONSIBILITY

There were several themes that surfaced as a result of the examination of structure
and responubility: the cross section of members; development of clear roles and policy
guidelines; decision-making; and the role of the coordinator.

Numerous evaluations discussed the significance of having members who are active
participants and provide resources 1o the project. Having the right people at the rable
(Roehl et al., 1995) and the right number of people {Weller et al., 2001) is essential for
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collabarative efforts to be successful and sustained and is the first challenge facing these
types of efforrs. The introduction of additional systems - mental health, social service
agencies, the medical profession, victim services and others - creares additional partnership
layers, each bringing their knowledge, practices, and biases with them. This diversity wall
more than likely make the groups less cohesive (Coldren et al,, 2002). Discussion evolved
argund the challenge of crearing multi-agency and multi-discipline project teams with people
who may or may not have worked together previgusly, who have different opinions
regarding what prevents crime, and then expecting them to collaborate.

The divergence of opinions makes conflict unavoidable and commitment to
collaboration a challenge. Smaller, less diverse groups would find it easier to make decisions
but often lack the breadth of experience gained from a larger and more diverse group.
(McGarrell et al,, 2003; Nichols et al., 2002; Dunworth, et al,, 1999). Denmnis Rosenbaum
says “A partnership’s greatest strength is also its greatest weakness, namely diversity of
agencies and consuruencies represented and therefore the diversity of views and crientations
10 social problems that must be negotiated to reach decisions.”

The joint establishment of ¢lear roles and responsibilmies is an effective way to keep
the project on track {McEwen et al., 2003; Coldren er al., 2002; Roman et al,, 2002). This
establishes a built in feedback and accountabibity system. While the Martesich meta-analysis
found this o be very important, a survey conduaed by Weller mvolving the Crinunal
Justice System Project (CJSP) rated clear roles and responsibalities as second to last in
importance for measuring the effectiveness of collaboraon. This may partly be due to che
context i which the work occurred, The CJSP collaborative consisted primarily of system
players who already had a governance structure in place. This strucrure becomes even more
significar: in serungs that involve non-tradittonal partners. Projects that were dependent on
melding traditional Indian Ways with che bureaucratic model found that the lack of clearly
defined roles and responsibilities had led to distrust among the partners (Lujan et al., 1999).
In semtings that involve community members it is importart to have clanty on roles because
it may very well be more appropriate for the siructure to allow for a combinadon of the top-
downwards, bortom-upwards decision-making processes {Dunworth et al., 1999). However,
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wharever the context, the strength of the infrastructure makes it easier to build consensus

about goals and strategies.

How decisions are made is 2 key indicator of collaborarion. Collzberation requires
shared decision making. Included in the decision-making is the determinarion where
authority can and will be shared. Most governmental agencies operate under a hierarchical
systein where the “boss” is the ultimate decision maker. An agreed upon decision making
process needs to be in place that can assist in overcoming ingrained practices, manage
conflict, and facilitate insituring new practices in the day-to-day work. McGarrell et al.
(2003} credits this type of structure for “overcoming bureaucratic dilemmas”. They
accomplished this by creating an environment where everyone’s decision mattered and
decisions were made by consensus. This approach only works if the decision makers arrend
the meeungs or grant authority to the assigned staff person as it is a group process (Lasker et
al., 2001; Weller et al.,, 2001}. If not, whar the group may end up with are cross-agency
agreements but not ones that overlap roles and responsibilities and are true examples of
collaboration,

The dedicared coordinator position is commonly identified as a positive factor to the
success of any collaborative effort (McGarrell ex al., 2003; Brimley et al,, 2002; Caldren ec al.,
2002; Roman et al,, 2002; Weller et al., 2001; Lujan et al,, 1999; Roeh] et al). If the leader(s)
in this effort do not possess facilitation skills, coordinators can fulfill this function.
Coordinators provide the vital staff support needed for preparing meeting marerial, logistics,
as well a¢ ensuring communication linkages amongst members between meetings.
Coordinators are strongly recommended for collaborarive efforts because they often can
keep all the individuals and various pieces together and can facilitate the Process moving
forward (Coldren et al,, 2002; Roman et 2L, 2002; Lujan et al,, 1999). While coordinators are
important, they are not members of the team and are not parnt of the decision-making,

process.
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DIMENSION: OPEN AND DIRECT COMMUNICATION

A clearly established process for communicaring and sharing informarion are pivoral
in the teams’ ability to solve problems effectively. (McGarrell ec al., 2003; Lasker ex al,, 2001},
"This includes establishing ground rules and meeting procedures, It requires clearly defimng
each member’s responsibility for communication and agreeing upon the siructure to be
followed. Establishing and institutionaliring collaboration takes time, therefore, it is
important to develop interesting and innovative ways of keeping the lines of communication
open and in frequent use (McEwen et al,, 2003), Brimley er al. (2002) found that open
communication was instrumental in surfacing the differences so the pariners could wrestle

with the implications.

DIMENSION: MUTUAL AUTHORITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY

Leadership also plays a primary role in collaborarive efferts but pose an mteresting
challenge for bureaucracies. The person who leads the effort needs traditional management
skills coupled with facilitative skills to be effective in this role for a collaboranive effort
(Coldren et al., 2002; Roman et al., 2002; Lasker et al,, 2001; Weller et al., 2001; Dunworth et
al., 1999). Successful collaboration focuses an sharing power and decision-making, which
requires facilitarion skills. Traditional leaders tend 10 have “a narrow range of expertise,
speak 2 language thar can be understood only by their peers, are used vo control, and relate
to the people with whom they wark as followers ar subordinares rather than as panners.
Parnerships, on the other hand, need boundary-spanning leaders who understand and
appreciate partners with different perspectives who can bridge their diverse culrures and are
comfortable sharing ideas, resources and power.” (Lasker et al., 2001). Projects that take this
approach are more likely to be suecessful (Coldren et al., 2002; Dunworth et al,, 1999).

The prerequisite to these afore-menrioned skills in a leader is having one who is
respected both by those working on the projects and by those within the communicy
(Nichols et al., 2002). Beliet and faith in the leader can effecuvely create an environment for
exploring new approaches. This may mean different people might fll the leadership role
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based on the progress of the group or what needs to be accomplished (McEwen et al. 2003;
Coldren et al.,, 2002; Roehl er al., 1995). The members of the collaboravive efforts are usually
the leaders within their community who represent diverse groups. This idea may also
surface some conflict that would need to be openly addressed and resclved.

SIGNIFICANCE OF THIS STUDY

This study was not burdened by a requirement to measure prevention or reduction
of crime, Nor was it responsible to measure the success of a particular program. The sole
focus of this study was o add to the literature regarding whar is required for collaboration to
be successfui in changing the way they work. Research in criminal justice thus far has either
looked at collaboration as a means to an end result or collaboration in terms of community
becoming a partner with governmental agencies. The unique fearure of this study, though, is
that this study specifically defines collaboration, delineates it from similar terms, and focuses

exclusively on how it affects a change in working relationships and practices.
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CHAPTER THREE

METHODOLOGY
OVERVIEW OF STUDY

This study examined the ability of the criminal justice system and its partners 1o
adopt a collaborative problem solving approach using 5 separate dimensions; Authority and
Accountability, Responsibilities and Strucrure, Relationships, Communication and

Vision/Purpose to address crime [n their communities,

The unit of analysis was the governance commiuee* for 4 federally funded

collaborative problem solving projects. The degree of collaborarion was determined through
a content analysis, on-site interviews, and completion of a survey by the governance
commimee members. A marrix was developed that allowed for coding degrees of
collaborarion in the five dimension areas for the three sources of informarion, Comparisons
were made berween the programs funded by the same initiarive, berween the programs from

the same city, and across all four projects, Combmations of dimensions were alsc analyzed
1o determine the effect this may have had on the ability 1o adopt collaboration as a way of
working.

A decision was made that the Federal Initarive, jurisdictions, and projects involved
with this study would remain anenymous. Ensuring confidentiality of location and projects
helped to promote uninhibiced responses from the people interviewed and assisted in an
honest assessment. It also prevents those reviewing the study to be biased by their
perception of the jursdiction, initiative, or the project,

* The policy comminee for each of the projects will be referred 1o as the governance committee.
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SITE SELECTION

Federal Initiatives requining mulri-agency and organization partnerships were reviewed
and assessed regarding their appropriateness for this smdy. The following criteria for project
selection was developed in conjuncrion with Federal program staff, researchers in the field,

and evaluacors for mulu-site rutatives:

¢ Length of time in operation. Adopting collaboration as a way of conducting
worlt takes time. Projects thar were considered had to have been in operarion for
at least 4 years to allow for the time to shift practices.

» Conclusion of Grant Funding Date. Projects that were selected needed to be
in the last year of their funding or have closed out their status with the federal
government in the year from the beginning of this study.

» Amount of Federal Funding Available. As evidenced in the Literarure review,
funding is a significant factor in collaborarive work. Projects thar were selected
received a sizable amount from the Federal government to neutralize this facror
for this study. Funding is always a factor so projects thar received a significamt
amount of funding were more likely to keep the project partners ar the table,

* A completed evaluation of the project. An evaluaion provided a framework
for this study, Impact of the projects had been analyzed through this work
allowing for chus study to build from there or to expand the findings assoctated
with collaboration.

« Data and information was available and accessible. This study required a
retrospective review and analysis of documents so it was essential that they were
in existence and that the researcher could get access to them.

The Burezu of Justice Assistance Comprehensive Communities Program, the Executive
Office of Weed and Seed, the Bureau of Justice Assistance Tribal Stracegies against Violence
and the Office of Juvenile Justice Delinquency Prevention Title V Grant Program were

among the initatives reviewed.

Using the selection criteria, a number of potential cases were eliminared, Several
yarisdictions received funding from more than one Federal initiative. This made it possible
to select 2 projects within one jurisdiction. It was also decided 1o select two jurisdictions
that had similar demographics as defined by the 2000 census (see Table Three). This
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allowed for an examination of each project, berween similar projects, between projects
within each city, and berween all four projects. By doing this, there was a greater window to
schedule interviews and extra time to become more familiar with the area. The projects that
were selected in each city were implemented in overlapping geographical areas. This
increased the reliability of the findings because it ensured similar exposure to external

conditions.

CITY ONE CITY TWO
2000 census pepulation: 582, 140 2000 census populadion: 563,374
Fank: 20 Ranlc 24
2023 population estimate {rank}: 2003 population escimate {Fank):
LELE26 (27) 569,101 (24)
Change: 2.6 Change: 5.1
2000 percent population 18 and 2000 percent population 18 and
over: 802% avers B4%
68 and overs 10.4% &3 and overr 110%
Median age: 31.1% Mcdian age: 354
Male: 263,588 {(48.1%) Malc: 280,973 (49.5%)
Female: 305,553 (51.9%) Female: 282, 401 (50.1%)
Whire: 320,744 (54.5%) Whites 394,387 [70.1%)
Black: 149,202 {15.3% Black: 47,541 [#.4%)
American Indian and Alaska Native: American Indian and Alasha Natve
2,365 [L4%) 5,659 [10%)
Asian: #1284 {7.5%) Asizn: 73,910 {13.1%)
Hispanic/Latino: 85,089 (14.4%) Hispanic/Latino: 29,719 (5.3%)
Onher race: 46,102 [7.6%) Ouber race: 13, 423 {2.4%)
Two or moce races: 25,578 (+.4%) Two ormore races: 25,148 (4.5%)
Unemployed: 88,579 (4.7%) Unemployed: 84,560 (5.9%)
Per capita personal income {M5A) 2003 $42, 43 Per capita prrsonal income (MSA) 2002: 38,037
Crime Rate: £315.60 per 100,000 Crime Rate: 8053 per 1000

TABLE THREE: Demographics of Selected Cities

Projects ALPHA and BETA were from City One and Projecrs GAMMA and
DELTA were from City Two. Tha projects were selected from two different Federal
Initiatives so each city had the same two types of projects as tlustrated in Table Four.
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Ciry Ome City Two
Federal Initative 000 ALPHA GAMMA
Federal [aitative 113 BETA DELTA

TAPLE FOUR: Breakdown of projects in each city and the associated Federal initalive

RESEARCH DESIGN

The National Institute of Justice’s Review Board and the University of Oregon's
Human Subject Review Board reviewed and approved the research design, the on-site
interview process and questions. A copy of the consent form and imroducory lerter are
included in Appendix B.

A case study approach that used several sources of infermation was selected for this

study. Examining collaboration requires gathering information froin different sources to see

if it tells the same story or a variation of the story. This study evaluared the ability of four
separite projects to adopt collaboration as a way of working by measuring 5 predefined

dimensions of collaboration. Predefined means the dimensions were developed from pnor

collaboration research. The study also included a muhi-case analysis thar idemified
similarities and differences among and between the projects. The research question was
“Can the criminal justice systemn adopt collaberation as a way of workang? The answer was
obtaimed by measuring five dimensions of coliaboration using information gathered from
three sources: project documents; on-site interviews; and a collaboration survey, Using

mulciple sources increases the relability of the findings.

Pricr to beginning the analysis, time was devored to identifying the type of
information that could be obtained from each source. This provided a more focused
examination and increased the likelihood of gathering the information needed for the
analysis work. Table Five denotes the type of information we sought from the three

sources as well as the relevant dimension.
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+ Contml of resources

Intcrview

+ Each mombess
perception of Lhe
nsicn
Each members vinon

W Mingness 1o be
invedved again

+ Process for infomung
members

*  Process lor gaining
iprt

+  Amount of contact
wih ather members

Cormmmment

«  Examples of
Commiment

*  Percoptim of
relarismahips

*  Perooptions of st or
TSy

=  Conilict Reschatinn
Process

#  Perooprions of wha
builr or didn't build
relairmships

=  Decision-making

authoricy
+ Conlrol of resources

Survey

s Perceprion of canership

» Perceprion of commiment
to sicoess

o Level of commitment

« Derception refu'dmg'
importance of wordung
together

s Open communication

¢ Process for inlnrming
Tembers

* Amawt of comtact with
other members canside of
DTS

+ Informal romrmmication

v Orar picture of desired
culCome

v Members undersood goals

* Crop-secion reproseatation

» Brewhh of involvement

v Derision-making process

s Love] of people anendhng
meriings

» Participation in decision-
rmajung

o Clarty of mles and
respempubdlines

o Adaprablivy

* Time 1o get work
arcomplithed

* Rearonable goals

« Percepron of trust

* Level of respet

» Willinguess v compromise
* Commament of time

= Openness to others ideax

+ Dwecision-making awhormy
& Coniral of resonrces

TABLE FTVE: Sources of Information for Mezsuring Collaboration
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CODING INSTRUMENT

A coding instrument was developed based on the work of Mantessich, Monsey, and
Murray-Close (2001). The coding instrumnent separates cooperatien, coordination, and
collaboration by identifying indicators in each of the five dimension areas. Additional
indicators were added to their base work to astist in detecting the degree of collaboration in
each of the dimension areas. The dimension indicators were assigned a number to use for
coding the information, Table Six is an example from the coding instrument.

Cooperation Coordination Caollaborarjon
Dimenzion
Vision 11 Indivichual ageney 14 Missions were eviewed bor 17 Common, new mission was
Missions were oo comprarbdiy creatd

taken into acooual

TABLE SIX: Example of Coading Instrument.

OCODING

Once the coding instrument was developed, a criminal justice professional was
crained to code the documents. Having two people {the coder and researcher) code the
documents independently increased the confidence and reliability in the instrument for
accurately identifying degrees of collaboration when documents were scored.

The first training for the coder lasted approximarely eight hours and primarily was a
discussion about the definitions and distinctions berween cooperation, coordination, and
collaboration. There was also discussion zbout the decision criteria for coding. The person
being trained had an opportunity to practice coding docurnents with time allotted for a
review of discrepancies of coding between the coder and the researcher.
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A few documents were reviewed and coded separately by the person assisting and
the researcher. This process identified a few areas that needed additional clanficauon. For
example, the results of program implementarion and the program resulcs were not to be
included in the coding because it was beyond the scope of this study. Tt was also discovered
that the coding instrument did not allow for examples of behaviors or acuvities that were
extremely detimental to collaboration such as unresolved conflicr. The coding form was
revised to reflect these types of examples. Discrepancies of scores were discussed until

consensus was reached.

QONTENT ANALYSIS

The Federal Program Officers for each of the projects ensured easy access to all the
federal documents. This included the ongnal sclictation, ongnal grany application, the
progress reports, correspondence, and other supporting material associated with the project.
Marerial was also gathered during the on-site interviews such as meeting minutes and other
reports that were not present in the federal material. The material was reviewed for evidence
of the indicarors listed on the coding instrument and a retrospective framework was

established. Approximately 533 documents were reviewed for this study.

DEVELOPMENT OF INTERVIEW QUESTIONS

Questions were developed that would eheit information from the Governance
Cammittee members in regards to degrees of collaboration in the five dimension areas. The
purpose of the questions was to supplement the document review. Most documents were
prepared bry the administering agency so the questions were a means to determine if others
had the same perception regarding the propress of the work and the functionality of the
Govemnance Committee. The questions were also a way to get information in dimensions of
collaboration that are less hkely to appear in documents such as commitmem levels,

decision-making processes and conflict resolution strategies.
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DEVELOPMENT OF SURVEY

A survey was developed by modifying the Amherst Wilder Foundation Collaboration
Factor Inventory. This was the third source of informarien that was used for assessing
degree of collaboration for each project and for comparisons between hke programs and
programs thar were implemented in the same city. Minor revisions were made to the
warding of the inventory, primanty making it past tense, eliminanng the neutral answer
response, and adding a few supplemental questions. It was admunistered during the
interview. The survey provided information about team members’ perceptions concermng
the degree of collaboration throughout the planning and implementation of a project. The
results idenalfied the strengths and weaknesses of the group wath respect 1o the factors of
collaboration and identified the areas where there was and was not agreement regarding each

state. The survey consisted of 42 statements related 1o collaboration.

PRE-TEST

Members of an ongoing collaborative problem solving project whe were not
included in this study agreed to be interviewed and complete the survey. They also provided

documents that could be examned to test the coding instrument.

Several things were learned through that process. The first lesson learned was thar
there were too many questions for the suructured interview. Scme of the questions could gec
answered in other ways and some needed to be eliminated to shorten the process, The
second lesson leamed was not to rely on meeting minutes to tdentify the process and
progress of the committee, The meeting munutes for this project did not capture what
ocourred at the meeting but rather artempted 10 keep the group moving forward by giving
some direction regarding major decisions. The last lesson learned was there was a need to
modify the sconng form for the collaboration survey. The neutral response was removed;

hence forcing people to go to one side or the other in terms of agree or disagree.
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PRE-INTERVIEW PREPARATION

Phone interviews were conducted with the project coordinators to explain the study
and to solicit their assistance in arranging interviews with the key players. Key players were
those people who were identified in the original gramt as members of the governance
commumee. Mbodifications were made if any of the people listed were not involved or if
new members had been added to the governance comminee during the planning and/or

implementation process.

Calls were made to schedule interviews with the governance committee members, A
letter was sent to each person describing the study, the type of information thar would be
collecred, explaining that their participation was voluntary and requesting that they sign a
consent form. The only people who did not receive a letter were those imerviews scheduled

on ste without sufficient time to receive the letter before the interview,

STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS

Structured interviews were conducted with governance committee and key staff for
each of the four projects regarding their perceprions of collaboration and haw it affected the
way in which they conduct business. Table Seven indicates the number of people

imerviewed for each project.

ALPHA BETA GAMMA DELTA

MNumber of
Intervicws 14 13 15 15

TABLE SEVEN: The number of people interviewed for each Project




37

Each person was asked the same questions and the answers were recorded using pen
and paper. Alfter the interview, the answers were typed and sent back to each person for
review to ensure accuracy of the notes and to allow for clarification if necessary, The

interview responses and the survey results were rated using the coding instrurmnent,

DATA ANALYSIS

All information from the three sources was coded to idenify indicators of
collaboration. The coding instrument allowed for the placement of the information on a
continuum of degrees of collaboration with cooperauon being “17, coordination being “27,
and collaboration being “3”. This information was entered into an excel file for analysis
dividing the ratings by dimensions and by source of information. This allowed for
deterrnining 3 mean scores for each dimension obtained from each of the three sources of
informarion - the content analysis, the inlerview, and the survey. In addition, the standard
deviation was calculared for each group of responses. This provided a measure of the
variability associated with the mean. The greater the standard deviation the less confidence

there is in the mean scores.

Imitial conclusions were drawn from analyzing the mean scores and standard
deviarions for each project. Then, the findings were viewed in the context of pertinent facts
about the project gathered from the three sources of informarion. A similar process was
used to compare between projects thar were implemented in the same city, between projects

funded from the same initiative, and a comparison of all four projects,

Effort was expended attempting vo sort through the findings to determine if one or
more of the dimensions seem to be inore significant than others regarding successful
collaborarion, Effort was also expended arempting to determine what would be a “deal
killer” thar permanently derails any effort to coliaborate. This is important because, as was
leamed, there can be permanent damage to working relstionships that can negatively impact
any future attempts to collaborate. Then, as in this situation, cur communities suffer

because we are not working together to enhance community safery.
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CHAPTER FOUR: FINDINGS
TwO CITIES: FOUR PROJECTS

OVERVIEW

This chapter presents the {indings of the camparative analysis of four criminal justice
projects that undertock a collaborative problem-solving project. Two Federal Lnitiarives
identified as Initiative 000 and Inutative 111 funded the four projects selecied for this study.

Initiative 000 aimed to prevent and control youth crime and victimization by
working with communities to establish a continuum of care responsive to public safety
needs and to the developmental needs of youth through an appropriate range of prevention,
intervention, treatment and sanctions. This initiative sought to help communities expand
collaborative efforts directed at reducing juvenile delinquency and viclence, Collaboration
with public and private agencies, community residents and youth were required for funding.

Initiative 111 aimed to control viclent and drug-related crimes in rargeted
neighborhoods and provide a safe environment free of crime and drugs for residents. The
iniative braughr together federal, state, and local governmental agency represematives,
social service providers, business owners, and neighborhood residents to work together in
preventing crime. The projects funded by this initiative were expected to maximize

resources through collaborarion and integrarton of programs and services.

The four projects were identified as Projeas ATPHA, BETA, GAMMA, and DELTA.
AIPHA and GAMMA were funded by Initiative 000. Imitiative 111 funded BETA and
DELTA. The focus of the analysis was to explore the degree to which each project adopted

collaboration as a way of conducting their work in their community.
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As mendoned previously, five dimensions of callaboration were measured:

1. Vision

Responsibilines and Structure
Authonity

Relationships

Communication

U

The degree of collaboration was determined through review of project documents,
interviews, and completion of a collaboration survey by each person on the governance
committee. Please note, for ease of reading, the primary committee for each project is called

the governance commuttee.
The findings are presented in four sections:

1. Section One is the analysis of the two projects from City One; Project ALPHA and
Project BETA. It also includes the companson of these two projects.

2. Section Two is the analysis of the two projects from City Two: Project GAMMA
and Project DELTA. It also includes a comparison of these two projects.

3. Section Three is a companison of the projects funded by Lnitiative OOO: Project
ALPHA and Project GAMMA. [t also indudes the comparison of the projects
Funded by Lnigative 111; Project BETA and Project DELTA.

4. Section Four is 2 overview of the findings of the four projects in their efforts to
collaborate,

Discussion and analysis in each arez examined what seemed to help or hinder adopung
collaboration as a way of conducting work. The analysis explored possible combinations of
factors and dimensions that seemed to make a difference in the group moving forward
together even if people on the govemance commuree changed during the course of the
project. Cross-site comparisons allowed for even more crtical assessments of the essenuial

elements or conditions for collaboratan.
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SECTION ONE
CITY ONE - Projects ALPHA and GAMMA

City One is the state capital and the largest city in the state. It is a major industrial,
financial, and educational hub and the major port. The city's banking and financial services,
insurance, and real estate sectors continue to dnve the economy. The city is a leader in health
care, with numerous inpatiert and community health centers. The city’s unique culrural and
historic heritage makes it a center of tourism, and the hotel industry ranks among the highest
in the nation in occupancy. High technology, biotechnology, sofrware, and electronics are

the other major businesses in this region.

City One is a city with a multitude of very distinat neighborhoods, each with their
own cultural identity. The target communities showed all the signs of urban decay: empty
run-down buildings and vacant lots, high unemployment and widespread poverty and
criminal activity. For many years, businesses failed 1o invest in these communities leaving
them to decay with little hope for progress.
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PROJECT ALPHA

Project ALPHA was an outgrowth of a previous initiative that supported the
development of neighborhood coalitions. The goal of Project ALPHA was for
governmental agencies to work with communiues to enhance the quality of life within the
neighborhoods by addressing the needs of high-risk youth. Project ALPHA brought
together many of the same partners as the previous minative. There was a signed

Memorandumn of Apreement between the partners for this project.

Project ALPHA
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TABLE FIGHT: Mecans and Standard Deviation Results for Project ALPHA Coding. “1™ represents
cooperztion; *2" represents coardinalion; “3* represents collaborarion.

Table Eight illustrates the mean scores for the coding of the three sources of
information used for this study: content analysis, interviews, and surveys for Project
AILPHA. A 3-point scale was used with 1 representing cooperauen, 2 representing



42

coordination, and 3 represenung collaboration. It would appear from the review of the
findings and hurther analysis of the deviations of scores that this project tended to cooperate
most often with some coordination but did not collaborate, as defined by this study*,

Information obtained from the documents, interviews, and inventories were used (o assist in
providing explanations for the results of the coding and scening. The dimensions of

collabararion were used as the structure to present the findings.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: AUTHORITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY

It became clear from the document review and interviews that there was a signilicamt
discrepancy regarding governance berween the members of the governance commuee and
the government-admirustering agency. This was also reflected in the coding results. The
mean score for the documents and interview were 1.2 and 1.0 respectively. It is even more
solidihed wich observation of the standard deviation scores. The standard deviation for the
document results was .46 meaning thar two-thirds of the people were withun 15% of the

mean score. The standard deviarian for the interviews was 0.00.

It 1s not easy 1o discern if those involved with the project ever actually understood
each other’s perceprion regarding who had authornity or if they didn’t accept 1. The
communicy member representatives entered into the project with the understanding that
they would be on a governance board, Webster's dictionary defines governance as “the fody
o perzms that constitites the grrming abomity f an organization.” This was the how the
communicy members defined governance. The members expected to have decision-making
authonty. And yet, when the government admirustening agency represantative was

interviewed, she clearly stated that the governance commmee’s role was strictly advisory.

It became evident carly in Project ALPHA that there was dissention regarding
authariry and decision-making. The cause is not clear. It may have been due to the fact that
final auchonty was not clanfied and/or lacked agreement. Conflict can be inevitable unless
an agreed upon process is in place for making decisions, No such process existed in this

* Callahoration definilion on page 11
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case. Tt may have been because the original intention of those working an this project was
to use an existing neighborhood board. This board eperated with the right of final decision,

The expectation was this process would continue with the new project.

This confusion slowed implementation of the project activittes. It caused the
Federal-funding agency to direct the city-administrating agency to insure an organizational
structure with clearly defined roles and responsibilities in order for work to proceed. The
response of the city was to form a new public governance board which excluded community
members who were part of the original governance commuintee. The project director was
directed to develop relationships with individual neighberhood boards directly instead of the
overarching board that was the original governance commiree. ‘The governance committee
viewed this action as a way to remove any decision-making authority from them, and many

withdrew from participation.

The Final progress report for Projecc ALPHA references the difficulty in bulding a
collaborative problem solving approach. A variety of accountabilicy mechanisms were
inroduced, however, to ease tensions and to ensure that service providers were fulblling
their obligations. Accountability mechanisms included: the creation of a contract monivar
position to provide berer oversight of subcontractors; the establishment of mandatory
monthly grants management meexings with contractors to convey information about
administrative and reporting requirements; and imposiuon of sanctions when contractors did
not comply with their contracts. Project ALPHA ultimarely became focused on the
operations, not on the building of an infrastrucrure that creates an inclusive environment

that encourages collaboration.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RESPONSIBILITIES AND STRUCTURE

It was clear from reviewing the documemns, conducting the interviews, and
administering the collaboration survey that there was lack of clanity regarding the roles and
responsibilities for this project. The mean scores for each area suggests that there was

cooperation, however, review of the documents, comments made during the imerview, and
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specific answers on the survey suggest thar there was probably only minimal cooperation.
'The standard deviation scores increase reliabllity of the results. The standard dewviation for
the docoment review was .58, This meant that tao-thirds of the codes fell within 19% of
the mean score. The same was true of the interview results with a standard deviation of .53.

Plus, there was even less deviation in the survey scores with a standard deviation of .26.

The evidence of the challenges in responsibility and structure is illustrared by the
onginal organizational chart depicted in Diagram Two.

Project ALPHA Original Organizational Chart

DIAGRAM TWO: Project ALPHA Original Organirational Chart

The first observation is that the city-administering agency was completely separate
from the governance committee without explanation of how those two entiies would work
together. The governmental administering agency was responsible for fiscal and grants
oversight and contract management, The governance commirtee was comprised of the three
neighborhood community boards and was responsible for developing project policy and
management oversight, reviewing and approving project budget and work plan, and working
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with the governmental administering agency in overseeing the work of the project. These
roles are outhined in the original Memorandum of Agreement berween the local

administering agency and the governance committee for the project.

The agreement stared thar policy and management oversight would be shared
between the governance committee and the local administering agency. The local
administering agency would retain primary responsibility for managing and overseeing the
grant for the project. The governance committee would review and approve budgets,
approve or reject recommendations for allocation of funds, and secure commitment of

organizarions necessary for implementarion of the plan for this project.

The people involved with the project struggled with reaching an agreement regarding
the organizational structure for conducring business and making decisions. A strategic plan
was developed by the administering agency in the second year of the grant. This was
intended to resclve the conflict by redefining the roles and responsibilities of the people
working on the project.  One of the interesting components of the plan, though, was that &t
was conungent on the commimment of tirme and resources of numerous groups. However, it
was not apparent whether efforts were made to secure a commitment on these issues, The
strategic plan had a revised Memorandum of Agreement. However, the members of the

original governance commirtee did not sign off on this agreement,

Another attempt was made in the fourth year of the praject to develop an
infrastruccure that would assist Project ALPHA in creating a collaborarive problem solving
approach for conducting their work. A private non-profit organization was hired to be the
fiscal and administrative agent for the project. The scope of work for this contractor covered
the gamut of services from traditional fiscal management to responsibility for creaung an
infrastructure thar wauld build collaboration ameng the stakeholders. The scope of services
stated “True collaboration will oocur when all the stakeholders are willing and able to
commit to the five T’ of collaborarion t.e. sharing of time, ralent, treasure, turl, and building
of trust among all.” This was the mowo used by the new project director in her interacuions
with stakeholders. The contract for fiscal and administrative services was not renewed. It is

net clear from the documents or interviews why the contracx was not renewed,
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There were six different directors over the five years of the project. Each persen
brought his or her own style and perspective to the work. This required adjustment time
with the changed personalities and ultimarely affected the progress of the project. The
different scyles, skill sets, and experiences of the directars were reflected in the reports that
were reviewed for this study.

Because of the dissatisfaction with the proposed organizational structure
{governance), the decision-makers quit attending meetings or had limited involvement. This
slowed the development of a seamless continuum of services because the people antending
the meetings could not make decisions nor did they have the support of the decision makers
to support change in conducting work. It is worth noting that the people interviewed were

primarily the decision makers and when asked how decisions were made in the group, the
typical response was, “We didn't make decisions. The city did.”

There was an interesting development that surfaced toward the end of the project. A
few people, not members of the governance comminee, but staff directly involved wich
operaticns, continued their effort to establish a coordinared response of services for youth
that led o drafting a set of bylaws and articles of orgamzation. Those documents had been
fled and were awaiting approval by the regulating authority.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: COMMUNICATION

Communication was an issue for this project. This is reflected in the coding resulrs.
"The mean scores in the document review, interviews, and survey were less than 2, The mean
scare for the interviews was 1. This indicates that there were responses that suggested there
were times when the group was not cooperating. The reliability of these resuls is
strengthened by the standard deviations in the three areas. The standard deviation for the
document review was .65 meaning that two-thirds of the documented findings fell within
21% of the mean. The standard deviation for the imerviews and survey were much smaller

with the interview 0.00 and the survey .32. A closer examunation of the responses on the
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survey suggests that the dif iculty in communication was mainly berween the commuruty and
the admunistering agency.

Project ALPHA's challenges with communication are reflected in their pracuce of
communicating largely in writing to each other, Described here is a scenanio that llustrated
the breakdown in communicarion which occurred frequently dunng this project. In January
of the second year, chere was an arucle in the local newspaper quoting the city director
managing the grant as saying the projects’ governance commirtee was responsible for
funding not getting to the community. The article was parmally based on a lerer the director
had sent to the governing bodies. In response, the governance commirtee sent a letter to the
city director voicing strong opposition about “going public” with unfounded issues and to
some of the planned changes outlined in the lemer sent to them. In their lerter, they
reiterated their concerns about the dimimishing role of the onginal governance commutree.
They claimed that the proposed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) would 1ake away their
participation in decision-making associared with the proje and give it to a newly formed

policy group established by the iy,

It appears a lecter was also sent to the Federal project officer. The response from the
Federal project officer to the administering governmental agency director cited concerns
about the confusion over roles and responsibilivies. It was his understanding that the new

governance committee being proposed by the administering agency would be the oversight
body for the project.

Each pary: the city, the governing board, and the Federal project officer, believed
they understood the roles and responsibilities of the governing board. And yet, as described,
this 15 not the case. From the interviews, it was evident thar thus issue was never resolved.
This conflict and confusion was also cited in the local evalnation report.
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COLLABORATION DIMENSION: REIATIONSHIPS

It was apparent from the documents and interviews that relationships were strained
on this project. This is reflected in the coding results. The mean scoras for the document
and interview coding was 1.3 and 1.0 respectively. The standard deviation score was .50 for

the docwrments and 0.00 for the nterviews.

There was distrust among the governance commirtee members mainly directed
toward the administering agency. This was pardy due to the management style of one of the
project directors wha served in chat capacity lonper than anyone else. That style was
frequently cited during the interviews, and was consistently described as abrasive and
demeaning in intéractions with community members, One member stated *The city brought
in a bull dog to corral the community. The bully was assigned to keep the people in line.”
This individual was the director for nearly 3 years,

Responses on the survey suggest that the governance committee was in contact with
each other and wanted the project vo work bur lacking was the necessary relationships to
work through the mistrust. It appeared from the review of the documents and the survey
that this project lacked persons who had the requisite skill set 1o facilitate resolution 1o

conflict,

The governance comimittee for this project was drawn from members of three
different commumty boards. Each of the community boards were in different stages of
evolution affecting how solidified they were as 2 board and grounded in their operating
practices. The boards also had different skill sets among their members so some were more
prepared to do activities such as fiscal management. This being acknowledged, the
governance comumiree requested technical assistance from the aﬂ.minis:en'ng agency to assist
them in developing the appropriate skills to break down political barriers, review other
governance structures, and to develop a Memorandum of Understanding which all
participants understood and agreed with for participation, It was not clear from the

interviews if this request was fulfilled.
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When asked what helped to build trust one member responded, “This was not an
issue because we never were cohesive enough for trust to be an issue.” Of the four projects
involved in this study, Project ALPHA was the only project that was waylaid because of the
inabiliry to resolve conflict. Some involved with this project said that the community
members thought of the funding as 2 block grant thus allowing them greater flexibibiry in use
of the money. Others thought it was a power play by the governmental agency because the
govemnance committee became so strong and exercised more influence then the
governmental agency. The reason for the conflict was not the roadblock. It was the inability
of thase directly involved with this project to have a discussion and/or an unwallingness to

come to consensus - thus no resolution.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: VISION

The area that was most striking when reviewing this project was the level of
commitment to youth from the people who were involved with this project. The
community and the governmental agency representatives were imvested in making the

neighborhoods better for youth and making more services available to those in need. Thus

was evidert from the comments made during the interviews and the responses to the survey.

The governance committee did not share ownership of the vision of this project
though. Initally there was tremendous involvemnent and commitment by the community
and others to work on this project. Ths lasted through the first year. In the second year a
strategic plan was developed and a new mission staternent was written. It was viewed by the
Governance Commuittee as the mission of the administering agency and the Federal
Initiarive, not as the mission of thosa involved at the local level. ‘The ongomg anemprs to
shift governance for this project leads one to suspect that the original people who shared a

vision lost interest as this project progressed.
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An interesting fact was that responses to the collaboration survey suggested tha
people were not opposed to different approaches to work and wanied the project to succeed

but did not feel ownership of the process or outcome of the project.

SUMMARY

As a way of summarizing the experience, each person imterviewed was asked if they
would do it again. Four people said they would and seven people said they would not da it
again. Asimportantly, three people refused to be interviewed. Something did not work on
this project. One is led to believe that the underlying conflicts measurably influenced
positive results.

The examination of this project suggests that the commrment to a shared vision
was not enough to move this project toward collaboration. One of the key indictors of
collaboration is shared decision-making, This could not be accomplished for s project.
From the beginning, it was a bifurcated process with the governance committee being led to
believe they were responsible. However, it would be highly unlikely that the administering
agency would nort be part of this process given that they would be held accountable for

Federal resources and outcomes.

The line of communication that occurred on this project seemed to be directed one-
way - primarily fram the administering agency to the governance committee and
neighborhood boards, Those involved were unable to create a synergy together. Lack of
trust among key players was a hampering factor. It would be incorrect to assume it was an
interpersonal issue between the administering agency and the governance committee. From
the documents and interviews it appeared that 1his was largely due to lack of time available
by the administering agency to direct toward 1his project. Sufficient ume was lacking,
therefore, conflicting issues did not always surface with sufficem time for resolution,
Likewise, the administering agency failed to or was unable to integrate others as shared

partners. Unfortunately, this posture overshadowed achieving a collaborative project.
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Project BETA expanded upon the work of another mitiative and shared many of the

same members. Project BETA’s goal was to create safer neighborhoods through

collaborarive planning and comprehensive action by government agencies and community

residents. There was a sipned Memorandum of Agreement among the governance

commuttee members at the inception of this project.

Project BETA
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TABLE NINE: Means and Standard Deviation Results for Project BETA Coding. . “1” represents
cooperarian; “2” represents coordination; “3” represents collaboration.

Table Nine illustrates the mean scores for the coding of the three sources of

mformation used for this study: content analysis, interviews, and surveys for Project BETA.

A 3-point scale was used with 1 representing cooperation, 2 representing coordination, and 3

representing collaboration.
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The mean scores for each dimension suggest thar this project rended toward
collaboration as reflected in the mean scores of the document review and interviews for all
areas except vision, When asked about a shared vision from another perspective, the survey,
the mean score for vision showed a stronger lean toward collaboration.  The lowest mean

score was 2.1 with all but one other being a 2.5 or greater.

Informarion obtained from the documents, interviews, and inventonies was used to
assist in providing explanations for the results of the coding and scoring. The dimensions of

collaboration were used as the structure to present the findings.

" COLLABORATION DIMENSION: AUTHORITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY

The mean scores received through the coding indicated thar pesple did not feel
powerless in their role and believed they shared authority - an indicator of collaboration.
The responses were so similar for the interviews that the standard deviation score was 0.00.
This may have been because the governance committee spent over a year working through a
process of building trust between governmental agencies and the community. The interview
process would suggest this was largely due to the community co-chair. This individual gained
the respect of both the community and the government through his balanced leadership
coupled with his facilitation skills. More subtle in the interviews was the composed
leadership provided by the governmental co-chair, This individual was comfortable sharing
authority and honored shared decision-making, These two individuals were able to keep the

work progressing in a positive manner.

The community members on the counal elecied the community co-chair and the
governmental representatives elected the other co-chair, The co-chairs did not vote unless
there was a tie and they would decide prior to the vote which ene of them would be voting,
They also discussed the issue and their vote between themselves before proceeding.
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COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RESPONSIBILITIES AND STRUCTURE

The mean scores refleceed that the structure and operazing procedures developed for
Project BETA supported an approach that leaned toward collaboraton i conducting work.
The mean scores from the docurnent review and the interviews were 2.7 and the mean score
from the survey responses was 2.4, As discussed briefly in regards to authonry, the
gOVErNATCE comumitiee spent a significant amount of time coming to agreement on the
structure and process in which they would conduct their work, Diagram Three illustrates

the organizational structure of the governance committee and associated committees.

Project BETA Organizational Chart

DIAGRAM THREE

The strucrure for accomplishing work involved two key commurtees thar met in
altemating months. Three things cocurred ar the community meetings: 1) neighborhood
residents voiced their concerns; 2) the governance commuittee members apprised the

community of progress on problem solving; and 3) new topics were idenufied.
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Discussion and determination of a course of action were decided ac the governance
committee meetings. The governance commirtee meetings did not allow for community
members to present problems at their meetings because those meetings would then just be

another community meeting,

The governance comminee instituted a Logistics Committee that provided day-to-
day oversight for the work on this project, This included administrarive and budget
management. Each person on the committee had assigned duries that included a defirute
link between the work of their agency and the work of Project BETA.

The povernance committee members developed and adopted bylaws thar directed
their work. The bylaws specifically defined the roles and responsbilities of the governance
committee members. Cne of the unique features 1o the bylaws was the statement that each

member served as a representative of their agency not as an individnal member,

The importance of having 2 skilled full rime coordinator was mentioned numerous
rimes in the interviews. The coordinator for thus project was highly skilled in communcy
organizing and well respected by the members - key qualities for this role. The coordinator
was employed by 2 non-governmental community-organizing agency that was well imtegrated

inro the commurty.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: COMMUNICATION

Project BETA had a very structured communication system and, as evidenced by the
mean scores and ane that was viewed as collaborative, The means scores for the document

review and interviews were 3.0 with 2 standard deviation of 0.0.

The coordinacor would insure members received matenal and/or information
regarding decsions to be made priar to the meeting. There was an extensive mailing list
{email and postal) regarding upcoming meetings with the agenda so everyone would know if

there was a topic of interest to them,



33

Establishing and maintaining communicarion with existing orgaruzations proved to
be very effective for this project. The coerdinator, building off existing email and mailing
Lists, developed a combined list that connected all those imerested or involved in enhancing
community safety in the neighborhoods. This insured the timely and thorough

disseminarion of informanon and matenal.

Another strategy employed by the governance comruttee was therr dedication to
follow up and follow through on their commitment to action. Community members could
voice a convcern or a problem they would like assistance in solving. The appropniate
governmemtal agency would agree to look into the sitwation and come back with more
information or with the results of action taken. This practice, which was witnessed first
hand by the researcher while conduczing this study, seemed to most effective ar building

trust between government and the community.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RELATIONSHIPS

Building relationships was a priority for the members of Project BETA. The
geographical area for this praject had a history of distrust berween the community and
government. As recently as 1994, there had been a major event that divided them and
reinforced this distrust. However, it appears, as shown by coding results, Project BETA was
able to come to resolution as well as establish trust among its members, others in the
communiry, and governmental agencies. One of the key indicators was that the mean score
for the interviews in thus area was 3 - the score indicated collaboration. Pecple moved
beyond the historical mistrust to create relationships of a supperve and productive nature,
The gavernance comminee made special effort to build a trusting environment for honest
exchange. Project BETA credited success to their willingness and commitment 1o struggle
through historical distrust berween the community and the governmental agency. This
struggle fasted approximately 2 years. Again, che skills of the co-chairs were mentioned as a
significart factor in achieving a positive outcome,
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Community members on the governance commuttee repeatedly commented about
the commiament demonstrated by the governmental members. They were willing to be
flexable in meeting times and address concemns of the neighborhoods. Mutual trust and
support was buile. This became obvious when community members stood in support of the

wark of the governmental agencies when a few residents voiced critiaism.

One person described the relationships: “We treat each other like brothers and
sisters. We talk about our families. It is like a big family and yet we stll ger the job done.
Even thaugh we are saddened when people leave the committee good relatonships are
developed with therr replacements.”

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: VISION

The greatest discrepancies in mean scores occurred when reviewmng the vision
dimension. The document review produced a mean score of 3.0 yet the mean score for the
interviews was 2.1 and the mean score for the survey was 2.6, A closer review of the
individual answers on the survey indicared people could have had shghtly different
perceptions of the vision for che project. This lack of consensus also surfaced during the
imterviews. There were two strands of “visions” mentioned during the interviews, One
vision focused on addressing quality of life issues within che neighborhoods. The other
focus was directed toward an organizational panern to serve crime reduction in the

neighborhoods. This could explain the variance in the mean scores,

While the mean scores were not as close in this area as the others, it appears these
rvo views of the vision assisted [n the success of Project BETA. The tension created a
vibranr working environment that was satisfied when all parties reached agreement on the

approach ta services.
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SUMMARY

Each imerview concluded by asking the question “would you do a similar project
again?” All thirteen people said yes. All indicarions lead to the conclusion that Project
BETA was successful at adopting collaberation as a way of working. They were creative in
their authoriry structure by having equal representation from the community and the
governmental agencies in leadership positions. Roles and responsibilities of members and
committees were well defined and clearly articulared. There was regular two-way
communication among Project BETA governance commuttee members as well as other
imterested parties. They were able to address and resolve conflicr, which allowed them to
" achieve more than any one agency, or crganization could do independently. This was all

done with the existence of two slightly different visions.
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COMPARISON OF CITY ONE’S PROJECTS ALPHA and BETA

Projects ALPHA and BETA were selected for this study because they were
implemented in overlapping geographical areas, Both projects were spin offs from other
iniviarives, As a result, some of the governance commuttee members of each project had

previously worked together.

In 1994, prior to the beginning of Project ATPHA and Project BETA, there had
been a major incident in the targeted area shared by both projects that created a schism
between some governmental agencies and community members. This did not stop either

project from mazking a commitment to work together,

A comparison of results of six years of work for Project ALPHA and Project BETA
is described under each of the dimensions of collaboranion.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: AUTHORITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY

Authority was a significant issue for Projects ALPHA and BETA. Prior to the onset
of the work, both projects developed Memorandum of Agreemerts (MOA) that distributed
authority between the governmental agencies and the community crganizations for their
projects. Both projects experienced conflict during the inirial efforts of implementation, but

the resolution efforts produced significantly different results.

The administering agency for Project ALPHA interceded with a dictare regarding
authority. The first strategy, proposed by the governmental agency, was the introduction of
a new MOA that centralized decision-making authority within the lead governmental agency.
When an agreement could not be reached regarding the new MOA, a new policy body was
created which consisted primarily of governmental and private non-profit agencies. The

original governance committee members were placed in an advisory role.

Most of the project directors hired for Project ALPHA used traditional management

skills, This included monitoring aciivities and maintaining control of decisions rather than
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faci.[it:u:i.ng a process 1o develop shared decision-making. Community agencies involved in

the project were “ordered” to come to meetings.

Project BETA took a different approach. The administration of their project wasa
combinaton of a governmental and a community-orgamzing agency. The members spent
significant time establishing a decision-making process for shared authonty. Informarion
obrained via the interviews indicated this was an extended process that included murual
‘airing’ of issues and staying with them to resolution. Members credited the leadership style
of the Community Go-Chair, which included sirong facilication skills. They also credited the

'balance of authonty shared by the two co-chairs,

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RESPONSIBILITIES AND STRUCTURE

The governance committee for Project ALPHA, comprised of representatives from
the three community boards, plus the public agency administering the project, could not
reach agreement regarding the operational structure. After several anempts throughout the

life of this project to create a workable structure for all the imerested parties, all efforts
failed.

Three community boards led planning for Project ALPHA. The boards operated
independently. Each was in a different stage of developmental maturiry. This created an
environment where the boards either had or did not have the prerequisite shills required for

fiscal management of the project. It appeared from the document review and the interviews
there was limited across-neighborhood planning.

The work for Project BETA predominantly occurred within one community. The
governance corrumrtee had representatives from each of the neighborhoods and worked
within exasting structures to accomplish their work. Public agencies were also represented

on the govemance committee and worked closely with the project.

The administering agency for Project ALPHA elected to hure a Projea Director,
while the admimstering agency for Project BETA efected to hire a Coordinator. Director
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and Coordinator connote different emphasis; one was more directing of activities, the other

offered 2 supporting role.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: COMMUNICATION

During the planning for the grant, communicarion was free [lowing among the
people working on Project ALPHA. Dissention seemed to begin when the project was
officially funded and communication became more formal. Letters were sent documenting
complaints, instead of talking with the person involved directly. The Federal program
officer got mvolved. The media printed a story hincing to breakdown in communication,
The means of resolution was a directive from the administering agency as well as a change of

organizanional structure for decision-making,

Project BETA had communication challenges in the beginning, t0o. The issue was
caused by the interpretation of the intention of the grant. The community believed it was an
attemnpt by the governmental agency to invade their neighborhoods and target their youth,
This was based on past negative expeniences berween the commumty and the governmental
agency. The people interviewed credited the willingness of the governmental agendies to
truly listen to community concerns and remain at the table through those discussions. Other
behaviors that created trust by community members toward governmental agency
representatives was generated by their willingness to attend evening meetings and follow up

on concerns as they surfaced during the discussions.

Project BETA had a very well developed communication system established and
mairtained by the project coordinacor. There were extensive mailing lists and ermail iists

used effectively to keep people informed and to gather feedback from the community.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RELATIONSHIPS

The most striking difference berween Project ALPHA and Project BETA was the

strength of the relationships becween the people on the respective governance committees.
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Some members from the original governance committee for Projec ALPHA were sull angry
with others at the time of the interviews. 7 of the 11 people interviewed said they would not
do it again, primarily because of their dissatisfaction with the way they were wreated by the

lead governmental agency relative to their involvement with this project.

The relarionships berween Project BETA’s governance commirtee members were
excellent, with strong allegiances between people within the community and with the
governmental agencies. Every person mterviewed indicated they would do a similar project

again.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: VISION

The Project ALPHA members were extremely committed and had a clear vision for
their project. However, they could not create a cooperative working atmosphere to actualize

this shared vision. Despite these observations, they expressed their commitment to

addressing the needs of youth in cheir community through other avenues.

Project BETA struggled with what seemed to be dual visions - one thar focused on
safety and one that focused on community development. Their relationships provided the
impetus for them to work closely together in all their efforts without the apparent need 10

resolve this dual vision starus.

SUMMARY

Project ALPHA and BETA operated in a community chat was committed to serve
those unable to serve themselves. This was conveyed from governmental agency
representarives and community representarives, Their passion for their work was clearly
present. It was not possible to know if collaboration could have occurred in Project
ALPHA due 10 unresolved conllict. The opposite was true for Project BETA - they were

able to collaborate because of their commitment to address and resolve conflicr.
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SECTION TWO

CITY TWO - PROJECTS GAMMA AND DELTA

City Two 15 the largest cicy in the state and the commercial, industrial, and hnancial
center of the region. The landlocked harbor has made this cicy one of the major ports in the
United States. City Two is the region’s commercial and transportation hub and the center of
manufacturing, trade, and finance. Its major industries include lumber and forest products,
fishing, high technology, food processing, boat building, machinery, fabricated merals,
chemicals, pharmaceuticals, and apparel.

70% of the populations within the target area were people of color. The targer area
for City Two was the center for 1he city’s African American communiry and growing
Asian/Pacific Islander population.  The area was expenencing extreme economic and social
deprivation with a poverty and unemployment rate 3 umes the average for the toral region.
All of the area’s low-income housing was in the targeted area for 1hese projects and

represented 20% of the total population for the area.
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The goal of Projecc GAMMA was to improve the lives of families by governmental

agencies and community organizations working together to provide services that have

proven effective for at-risk youth and their families. Cne of the challenges facing this

project, though, was that the administering agency was the city while juverule justice wasa

county responsibility. This was a challenge because of the tradiional “stove piping” that

ocours where agencies or organizations have clearly defined parameters for their work.

Project GAMMMA
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TABLE TEN: Means and Standard Deviation Results for Project GAMMA Coding. . “17 represents
cooperation; “2" represents coordinarion; “3” represents collaberarion.

Table Ten lustrates the mean scores for the coding of che three sources of

information used for this study: content analysis, interviews, and surveys for Project



44

GAMMA. A 3-point scale was used with 1 representing cooperation, 2 representing,

coordination, and 3 representing collaboration.

The results indicate thar the docurnents reviewed cited more examples of
collaboration than were evidenced through the interviews and completed surveys, It also
shows the mean score for the interviews was lower than the mean scores for the document
review and inventories in all areas. For example, the mean score for autherity and
accountability obtained from coding the documnents was 3 while the mean score in the same

area obtamed from the interviews was a 1.

Information obtained fram the documnents, interviews, and inventories were used to
assist in providing further explanacions for the results of the coding and scoring. The

dimensions of collaboration were used as che structure to present the findings.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: AUTHORITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY

As previously noted, there was a significant varance between the mean scores for
the document review and the umterviews with the mean scare being 3.0 and 1.0 respectively.
The standard deviations in the coding results were 0.0 for the decument review and the
Interviews,

Responses gained through the interviews suggest thar the people involved with this
project felt as of they were supporting the work and not direaly invelved with the
implementation of the work They viewed their role as a reviewer of work rather than an
active participant in the process. The governance committee did not appear to develop
ownership of Projecc GAMMA. They did, however, support the work of the project. The
interviews indicated the governance committee did not feel like extending authority was an

1ssue simply because it was not viewed as their project.

The mean score of 3 from the document review could have resulted because the
person providing staf{ support was the individual who wrote the reports. The staff person
was extremely efficent and created 2 fairly elaborate orpanizarional structure, Shared
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authority only occurred on paper as reflected in the reports. This was not the intemion of

the staff coordinator but was the apparent ourcome,

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RESPONSIBILITIES AND STRUCTURE

Project GAMMA had a well-developed organizational chart as illustrated in
Diagram Four,

Project GAMMA Organizational Chart

DIAGRAM FOUR: Project GAMMA Organizational Chart
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Project Gamma had a governance commimee and an interagency staffing commiteee.
A consultant was hired to work with the governance committee and the interagency staffing
commuttee to establish protocol for conducting business and ensuring inteprity in their
preblem solving process. An interagency staffing comminee member described it this
way... “A consultant helped facilitare the procedural rype of things and how decisions were
to be made. We did some formal group structuring to help us move forward. It stopped us
from gering bogged down with Robert Rules of Order.”

Hawever, this did not resclve the confusion between the roles of the governance
commitree and the interagency staffing committee. Comments i the interviews suggested
that it was not clear who was directing the project. The role of the interagency staffing
commuttee was described as “serving as the first line for program development and review
plus providing hands-on guidance and direction” with direction being the operative word.

There is some speculation that the confusion may have been caused by the
significant mvolvement by the administering agency. Often the complaint is that project
work Is not incorporated in the work of the agency, The organizational chart for Project
GAMMA would suggest the opposite. This was not necessarily a negative factor.

Significant work continued after completion of this project spearheaded by the administering
agency for Project GAMMA.

The project coordinator had the skills to provide extensive information to the
members to use in decision-making. This did provide an environment for informed
decision-making, though at times, members felt they were given too much information to
absorb prior to a meeting. Although members responded 1o the material at meetings, several
people said they could not recall making any decisions. They recalled only discussing issues,
but not making the decision. It appeared from commenzs in the interviews that they valued

the work of the coordinaror but did not feel as if it was their work or their project.

One of the situarions faced by this project was the lack of significant numbers of
decision makers artending their meetings. This project had a very active interagency staf{
committee to accomplish day-to-day work. The ability to institute new ways of working,
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though, was slow in coming due to the Jayers of authority ane had to go through to get a
decision. One member said “The farther down the food chain the longer it will take to

come ta fruibon.”

In terms of this research, Project GAMMA did not demonstrare collaboration in the
responsibilities and structure dimension. The results would mere closely align with

coordinarion,

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: COMMUNICATION

The mean scores suggest a discrepancy between the perception of communication
from the document review and the imterviews. The vanances in the results may be explained
by adherence to corununication partemns that existed prior to the project - formal and

informal - and the inability of the governance committee to create new patterns.

Governance comminee members were asked specific questions regarding with
whom they had contact with outside of Project GAMMA meetings as well as how often and
what in whar form. Most commumicauon occurred duning meetings. No process was
implemented to encourage more communication. The interview responses suggest that

although members had limited interacrion outside of meetings they wished there had been

greater contact wich each other.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RELATIONSHIPS

Project GAMMA had a challenging beginmng. The Federal Initiative directed local
junsdictions to create a continuurn of services to be integrated with the juvendle justice
system. ‘The county manages juvenile justice in chus junisdiction; however, the money went
to the aity. Dissatisfaction from the county ininally prompted the county juvenile director ar
the ume to conzact the Director of the Federal Agency requesting thar the funds be
redirected to the county.
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The city was creative and committed te building a relationship with the county.
First, they supported councy efforts by providing technical assistance and second,
acknowledging the county’s expertise on juvenile justice issues. The city limured work to
conform to the infrastructure established by the county. This avoided duphicating work with

the county. During the interviews, the county and city personnel indicaved they now have a
solid working relationship.

Members of the governance commuiree spoke highly of their colleagues. The

interviews indicated peaple liked each other and wanted the work to be successful.

A unique feature of Project GAMMA was contracting with a private consuhant o
develop an operating structure, a process for resolving conflict, and to facilicate conflicr if it
arose. The consultant, in conjunction with the administering agency personnel, was
instrumental in creating an organizational structure that could manage a very complex
project and was available to work with the governance interagency staffing committee as

they worked together in developing and implementing their programs and services,

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: VISION

As evidenced in the mean scores from the coding exercise, the responses during the
interviews, the information provided in writen documnents, and the survey were significantly

different.

There was a shared vision among the adminstering agency personnel who were
nvolved with this project. Project GAMMA had the benefit of several city staff working on
the project plus the capability to obtain additional resources if needed. Staff persons were
very competent and commurtted to improving services for young people. Through their work
on the project they developed a vision for serving at-risk youth. Legislation is being

proposed that was born our of this work, This was their vision though and a few others.

The governance committee members were not as grounded in this vision and did not

own the work. This could have been because of the unusual number of staff working on the
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project from the administering agency. It could also have been because of the initiative
itself. As voiced during the interviews and cited in an evaluation of Project GAMMA, there
was difficulty developing a focus and purpose because of the diversity and extensiveness of
the Federal initative requirements. The survey responses suggested that there was some

clarity but not complete assurance that there was a shared vision

SUMMARY

The interview process concluded with each person being asked if they would do a
similar project again, Eight said yes, three people said maybe, and one person said na. The
division of answers could have been related to the planning and /mplementation approach to
a very complex project. Quarterly reports documented significant effort was spent managing
the implementation of this project that was a culmunation of several Federal Initiatives, each

with their own expectanions and requirements.

It could also have been becausa the sense of responsibility for and success of Project
GAMMA was not shared by the povernance commuttee, Those who participated had a
sincere desire for the project to be successhul, however, they did not own the outcome of the

effort.
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TABLE ELEVEN: Means and Standard Deviation Results for Project DELTA Coding, . %1
represents cooperalion; “2" represents coordination; “3" represents collaboration.

Project DELTA was a new project for the targeted area. The goal of Project
DELTA was to increase public safety and enhance the quality of life in 2 high-crime area
through collaboration between governmental agencies and the community,

Table Eleven illustrates the mean scores for the coding of the three sources of
information used for chis study: content analysis, interviews, and surveys for Project
DELTA. A )-point scale was used with 1 representing cooperalion, 2 representing

coordination, and 3 representing collaboration.
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All the mean scores for the content analysis, interviews, and surveys, except for one,
fall between 2.0 and 2.5. The documents that were available for this project were net
sufficient to get information associated with the relationship and vision dimensions.
Explanations of the results of coding are used to further explam the findings, using the

dimensions of collaboranon for the strucure o do s,

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: AUTHORITY AND ACCOUNTABILITY

The mean score for the document review and interviews were 2.0 and 3.0
respectively and both had a 0.00 standard deviarion. The vananon in the mean score may be
partly arribured to the evolution of authoricy within Project DELTA.

A governmemal agency submitted an application requesting funding for Project
DELTA in their community. Unfortunately, the project was viewed as an intrusive by the
comrmunity, resulting in considerable communicy resistance at the inception of Project
DELTA. The lead governmental agency worked diligently to overcome this challenge.
Acoeprance was largely dependent on che communiry feeling they had a significant role in
the work. This was addressed by adding community members as well as additional
governmental agencies to the governance comminee. Project DELTA authority structure

was still evalving at the ime of chis study.

The governance commirtee at the meeption of the project did not address shared
authority. Even though the projea had decision makers on the governance committee, -
there was not a structure for collaborative problem solving, thus people worked
independently, Lacking was a fulltime staff person to assist in bringing members together to

share in problem solving and decision-making,

The project evolved to its current structure of co-chairs ~ one representing the
communites and the other representing government. Ad hoc subcommittees were formed

when an issue arose and/or a problem needed to be solved. All subcommittee work was
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presented o the governance commirtee for final approval. This illustrares a leaning toward a

callaborative approach to working.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RESPONSIBILITIES AND STRUCTURE

Project DELTA was still in transition at the time of the interviews. Therr
organizational structure was still being solidified. As a result, it was not possible to predict if
the project would eventually demonstrate collaboration through their agreed upon roles and

responsibilices.

The original governance commitree members were decision makers but it did not
appear that there was a structure for conducing worke There was not a ser meeting
schedule, and when the committee did meer, they were nor clear about whar was supposed
to be accomplished. When the governance committee was restrucrured, regular meetings
were scheduled and an infrastructure was developed for sharing information and making

decisions

One of the most significant changes for Project DELTA was the transition from the
lead agency assuming all coordinating activinies to a community-organizing agency being
contracted to provide this service. This is sigmfrcant for at least two reasons, One,
community organizations were concerned. Based on past experiences, they did not
completely trust the lead agency and welcomed having another agency manage this function.
Second, the coordinator that worked for the community organization and was assigned 1o
work for Project DELTA had the prerequisite coordination skills thar eould assist the
project in inreragency problem solving. The impertance of having a skilled coordinator was
mentioned often throughout the interview process. Several members credited this person
for getting the project moving in a more coordinated manner by developing a community
process thar kept people at the table and coming to meetings. In regards te decision making,
most people said the coordinaror’s recommendation was usually supported and no one
seemnad concerned with this process. The coordinator suggested this well could have been
because the members believed in the integrty of the project.
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Project DELTA built interest and involvement by assigning tasks to subcomumirtees
consisting of those involved wich the problem. The governance commirtee would prioritize
problems. An ad hoc subcommirtee would be ereated and be responsible for praposing a

solution or course of action to the governance committee.

Govermnmental organizations appeared to create frustration for some communiry
organizations. When one person was asked what could kill the project, she indicated
“Working for a bureaucracy would make you lose energy by having a foot on your neck. It

does not reward creativity. It does not reward deinstinttionalization.”

A board retreart in the second to last year of the project appeared most useful in
strengthening che relationship between governance commirtee members. It was not clear at
the time of this study if Project DELTA had developed the infrastrucure necessary to
sustain itself after the funding is gone. A member said “My gut feeling is that the
collaboration does not run deep so this project will not be sustained but will need to ride on
the coat tails of the other projects in this area.” The bortom line... “Are they commited

enaugh to invest the necessary time and enerpy to move the work forward without

funding?”

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: COMMUNICATION

Communicarion was a major factor for this project. The onginal proposal submirted
for funding lacked involvement of those who would be affected by the cutcome. The
community felt “put upon” by the primary governmental agency and was very apprehensive
about the true intent of the project. The Director of the agency that was responsible for
administering Project DELTA immediately began meeting with the community to address
their concerns, Adjustments were made on the governance committee to achieve a better
balance between governmental and community representation. The current communication

structure is maintained by the coordinator who is the point person for the members in

regards to information.
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Communicarion continues to be an area that needs attention. Governance
comrittee members voiced concems during the interviews regarding the lack of awareness
regarding the existence of Project DELTA. They indicated thar their outreach to the
community could be better. One member mentioned that the community didn’t know
about the project even though it had been around for a few years. She said, “We need a
public stracegy that has legs.” Another member addressed it differently by saying she gains
community involvemnent by asking them “What is different now?” By so doing it forces
residents to take the time to acknowledge the changes instead of being stuck with a prior

perception.

Another positive outcome of the retrear mentioned earlier relates to communication.
Members requested that they have ample time 1o review material before a meeting where a
decision will be made. The coordinator prompely addressed this change, An interesting
aspect of the communication for Projecc DELTA was a requirement of those agencies that
received funding from this project. They were required, as a condirion of funding, 1o
establish and maintain communication with the other projects receiving funding.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RELATIONSHIPS

The governance committee members were respectful in their comments toward
athers in the group. The coordinator nurtured heahty relationships among and between
committee members. One member said, “The work is personality driven. You can have a
terrible structure but with the right person it will work. Or, you can have a great structure
but with a bad person it won’t work.” Another person said, “The commitment is deepening
as the refationships deepen”. Resolving conflicr is a factor of collaboration. The
governance committee had a sination arise that could have dismantled the work they had
accomplished. A member needed to be removed from the commitree. It was a difficuk
deasion. However, it was possible to reach resclution in a respecthu manner. Another role
was found to capitalize on the person's inpur. A unique feanure to this project was the

theme char was present during the interviews, The governance commires members
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emphasized the importance of holding themselves accountable by following through on
their agreements. They said by doing this helped to build trust in the work and in each
other.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: VISION

This commuttee did not appear to be united on their vision for Project DELTA. Itis
not clear if it was because of historical distrust becween the primary agency and the
community or if it was due to the dual purpose of this initiauve. Members knew the vision
defined by the ininative, however, it was evident they did not embrace this definition.

People were not rurning to Project DELTA for problem resolution. Instead, preference was

directed toward other similar organizations within the community,

SUMMARY

Asking the person if they vwould be willing o be involved with a similar project
concluded each interview. 11 of the 12 people interviewed said yes. The negative vote was
the person who represented the lead governmental agency was prompred by an
unmanageable workload.

P'roject DELTA exhibited behavior that is closely associated with coordination.
Healthy relationships were estabhished, a communication process was being implemented, a
structure was being solidified and members were working toward shared-decision making.
Even with thus, it appeared Project DELTA might not survive because of the lack of a
cohesive infrastructure. It was evident though that Project DELTA wauld be fertile ground
for learning for other projects.
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COMPARISON OF CITY TWO'S PROJECTS GAMMA AND DELTA

Project GAMMA and Project DELTA were selected because of implementarion in
overlapping geographical areas. Project GAMMA focused more on meeting the needs of
Asian American youth. Project DELTA direced focus toward the needs of African
American youth, Both projects began using  traditional bureaucratic approach with the
governmental agencies taking the lead in staff activities. This continued for Project
GAMMA. Project DELTA opred o change their strategy by contracting with a community-

organizing agency to provide staff support and to help in strengthening collaboration,

The dimensicns of collaboration are used as the framework to discuss similarities and

differences of the findings berween the two projects.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: AUTHORITY

If one were to rely only on Projec GAMMA documents, it would appear authoriry
was nat an issue for Projeac GAMMA, However, a different perception is created from the
interview responses. Mutual authority was assumed by the administering agency but not

understood by the governance commurtee,

One of the interesting dynamics of Project DELTA was no one seemed to want to
be “in charge.” The members were very comfortable working together on this project. Thus

mighr have been because this project had yet to reach a point where any agency was
expected to do samething significantly different than what they were already doing,

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RESPONSIBILITIES AND STRUCTURE

There was significant difference in the staffing for Project GAMMA and Project
DELTA. Project GAMMA had several people from the local administering agency that
were actively involved with the project, including people in decision-making positions. This

permitted additional assistance for special requests and resources to complere work
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associared with the project. For example, the city, in their efforts 1o build an alliance with
the county, arranged for a staff person to assist the county in the completion of a juvenile

justice plan,

The cluster of very talented staff from the same division within the administering
agency created numerous opportunities for discussions regarding future work. These
discussions laid the groundwork for the drafting of very innovarive legislation. If passed, it
will have a sigruficant effect on the way work is conducted.

Project DELTA, on the other hand, was not rich in staff resources. The staff
contact from the lead agency was, and continued to be, overburdened with responsibilities.
Ancther project assigned to her put her in the position of having cenflicting priorities, She
was the sole person who said she would not elect to do this projeat again,

The primary governmental agency for Projecc DELTA assigned a staff person to do
reports only associated with the work involving her agency. Someone else completed work
Lnvolving the communities. This staffing structure was not condudve to building a working
relationship with the community and eventually was changed. A community organizer was
hired to coordinare efforts. The person also had the prerequisite talenr and skills to
effectively assist in building a bridge between the public agencies and the community, The
interview comments suggested this was working well, but there was some concern thaz this

structure may not have been in place long encugh to sustain Project DELTA without federal

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: COMMUNICATION

The mterview responses suggest meetings and meeting material was the primary
commurication for Project GAMMA, Governance cornmittee members stated they had
limited contact with other members beyond the meetings unless paths crossed ar another
meeting. This may have been partly due to the coordinator assuming responsibilicy for
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informarion sharing and member contact. It may also have been because the members did

not have a sense of umty on thus project,

The staft person for GAMMA wes very prolific in her meeting material.
Governance commirtee members always felt there was sufficient informarion to make

decisions, in fact, ar times, the amount of information was overwhelming.

Inivially, a communication plan was not in place for Project DELTA. This changed
with the contracting of a new staff person who was tenacious in her vigil to garner the
involvernent of all commitiee members. The governance commirtee appreciated this very
much, however, it was expressed during their retreat the fourth year of the project thar
gaining access to information sooner would have assisted them in making decisions, This

chanpe occurred.

Project DELTA members worked carefully on creating a communication process
connecting the various community cammittees and groups working on similar issues. This
was largely due 1o the decision to have the community organizer assume the role of Project
Coordinator. The coordinator, along with rwo colleagues, staffs the other COMUMLITY
groups, creating a narural communication channel. They have also worked to create stronger

communication links among the governmental agencies and the communiry,

The members of Project DELTA established a culoure thar encouraged direct and
open comnmupication. This was a focus of their retreat, which reflects their ongoing

commutment to maintaining healthy interaction with each other’s.

Governance commuittee members from Projects GAMMA and DELTA credit their
respective staff for their progress as well as some of the accomplishments. It is interesting

to note that the staff persons for the two projects used different approaches to accomplish
their work,
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COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RELATIONSHIPS

One of the most striking comparisons berween Projects GAMMA and DELTA was
the demonstrated respect and interest in working together. During the interviews, and in the
survey results, people emphasized the congeniz! working relationships that existed in both

Projects,

Thus 15 interesting and notable since both projects siarted under the veil of
controversy, Project GAMMA was administered by the ciry. The primary target population
to be served by the grant was managed by the county. The dissemion culminated in the
county juvenile director approaching the Director of the Federal agency that funded the
project and demanding thar the funds be redirected 1o the county. Fortunately for Project
GAMMA, the old director left her position and a new juvenile corrections director was
hired. The lead agency took this opportunity to revisit the relationship. [t was possible to
move past the original conllict even though the county department still believes the project
should have been administered from their agency.

Project DELTA was initiated by a governmental agency without adequately
preparing the community. This resulted in significant disruption from community members
who were distrustful of the ‘real purpose’ of the project. This resulted in protests and
complaints filed with the city council. Various strategies were tried by the administering
agency, eventually ending on a positive note with community and governmental agency
personnel working jointly together on this project.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: VISION

The coding suggests Projects GAMMA and DELTA had mixed results in their
efforts to develop a shared vision. Both projects had different results from the survey and

the interviews with very little overlap of responses as measured using the standard deviation.

The reason for the discrepancy is different. Project GAMMA was very well staffed

and because of this, they completed most of the work. Governance commitiee members
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were not forced to struggle with resources or altering their current practices. As noted in the
interviews, the “staff did the work and they responded.” This may have affected therr

ownership of the results or belief that it was their vision.

Project DELTA struggled with an initiarive, which appeared to have conflicting
goals. The coding results suggest that the governance commirtee members are still not

umited around a single vision.

SUMMARY

One of the most striking similarities of these two projects was how polite and
respectful everyone was to each other. It appeared there was a shared desire for each person
to be successful in his or her endeavors. This courtesy, though, may have been part of their
challenge to move beyond existing relationships and processes to instirute a new way of

warking.



SECTION THREE

COMPARISON OF PROJECTS FUNDED BY SAME INITIATIVE

INITIATIVE QOO - COMPARING PROJECTS ALPHA AND GAMMA

Initiative 0CO sought to prevent and control youth crime and victimization through
collaborarion effores that creared a seamless muhidisciplinary contimuum of care, It was
believed youth would be bewer served through a joint response to problem solving. This
was a very complex initzative bringing together several different Federal funding sources and
expectations. Project ALPHA and Project GAMMA struggled with this complexity and

expectanons.

Projecc ALPHA and Project GAMMA, while funded by the same mitiative, had very
different experiences. Governmental and community agencies came together 1o create
Project ALPHA and had a shared vision regarding this project. However, they were unable
to move beyond this point. Interviews were done in the sixth year of this project and people
were still not speaking to each other. Two refused o be interviewed.

It was evident during the interviews that occurred after the fifth year of Project
GAMMA that governance commirtee members supported the efforts of the lead agency, but
did not necessarily view this as their project, More information is provided in the discussion

of the results in each dimension of collaboration.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: AUTHORITY

The nability to share authority was the collaboration dimension that prevented
Project ALPHA from moving past cooperation among its members. It appeared from the
documents and the interviews chat there was either a refusal or inablity of the administering

agency ta work with the governance commirtee in establishing even a semblance of shared
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decision-making. This was not a judgment against that decision but an acknowledgement of
the unpacr.

Projects ALPHA and GAMMA’s mean score for the interviews was 1he same - 1 for
cooperation. While they received the same score, it was for different reasons. The
difference was mos likely due to the way authority was obtained. The governance
committee for Project ALPHA believed they were the authority and it was taken from them.
The governance carnmittee for Project GAMMA believed and accepred that authority rested
with the lead agency, The members accepted serving in a supporting role.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RESPONSIBILITIES AND STRUCTURE

Projects ALPHA and GAMMA had rwo similarities in the responsibility and
structure dimension. One, members from both projects acknowledged the challenge of
“silos™ and the need to address this in their work. Two, members of both projects talked
abour the complexity of the initiative and the strain put on the local jurisdicrions to
implement the prescribed models of intervention. They talked about the barrier to doing
work differently when the Federal government dictates how the money is allocated instead
of giving lexibility to local jurisdictions. One person suggested the Federal governmen:
work more closely with private foundations such as the Annie E. Casey Foundation.
Private foundations can fund promising practices and then the Federal Government can
evaluate 1them or begin to fund them.

The projects had very different experiences and approaches to addressing
responsibilities and structure. Project ALPHA changed directors six times. This resulted in
constant cultural change for Project ALPHA as well as time needed for acclimation. These
changes group development. One questioned: “Why so many directors?”
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Project GAMMA had one coordinator throughout the hife of the project. This
added stability to the work and 2 mechanism for continuity when members left or were

added to the governance committee,

The orgamzarional strucrure for Praject ALPHA scemed to be in constant flux. It
was also used to “control” or “direct” (based on who was interviewed) the work of the
project and the work of the governance commimtee. As mentioned earlier, the governance
committee for the ALPHA Project was removed or redefined {again, based on who was
interviewed) and replaced with another body. The organizational structure for Project
GAMMA did not change.

The administening agency for Project ALPHA assumed responsibility for operations
and all administrative work. Project ALPHA had significant community involvement in

their original governance committee. This waned as the project progressed.

Project GAMMA created an interagency staff teamn to complete the wark needed for
the project. Project GAMMA had mere public and private agencies represented on their
gOVEIMAnNce committee and seemed less likely to challenge the traditional bureaucralic model
o conducung waork.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: COMMUNICATION

There was a lot of communication at the inception of Project ALPHA. When the
conflict started, the channel of communication changed and became more formal usually
through written correspondence. Communication on Project ALPHA became primarily one
wiay - from the administering agency to the governance cammitvee. Most members did not
feel they had a part in decision-making.

Communication for Project GAMMA was also primarily [rom the administering
agency to the governance committee. The members viewed it differently, They appreciated

thar the coordinator kept them informed and provided them informarion regarding
upcorning decisions. The interview responses suggested that members did not necessarily



B4

teel part of the decision making process, but their support was needed for the work of the

project.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RELATIONSHIPS

The relationships among members of Project ALPHA were very strained as
evidenced in the results of the coding. There were sigmficant trust issues thar prevented the
gOVEMance comumittee to move forward or to resolve their differences regarding the
organizational structure. Governance commiree members participarion was very sporadic

after the second year of che project.

The members of Projecd GAMMA governance committee liked each other as is
evidenced in the results of the coding, The interview responses suggest though, that they
had not developed a sense of camaradenie regarding the work of this project though.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: VISION

As 15 evidenced in the coding results, the governance commirtee for Project ALPHA
moved toward coordination i their vision for che project. Even thaugh there was much

dissention among members, they shared a commitment to creaung an enviranmern thar is
healchy for youth.

The mean score for the vision dimension was the lowest one received for Project
GAMMA_ Members of the governance committee worked well together and supported
each other, but did not seem to own this project.

SUMMARY

Project ALPHA and Project GAMMA had several significant differences. One of
the major differences was staff support for the project. As evidenced by the organizarional
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chart, Project GAMMA was extremely well staffed for this project. The lead agency ensured

that the work was built into the work of the entire organization.

"This was not the case for Project ALPHA. It is not clear if this was because the lead
agency underestimated the amount of resources it would take 1o administer such a complex
project or if they believed they had the appropriate amount of staff and the problem was
created by something else. This “something else” was the ongoing conflict between the
governance comumittee, primanly the community representatives, and the lead agency. The
inabilicy to address and resolve this conflicr prevented Project ALPHA from proceeding as
planned, As mentioned, they had several direcors over the life of the projeat with imposed
sanctions by the lead agency.

Project GAMMA did not have this type of conflicr. It is not clear though, if this lack
of conflicc was more as the result of the lack of a shared vision. Conflict probably would
have arisen Hf each member of the governance committee had been commirted 1o
implementing 2 continuum of services that would have required some shifting of
responsibilities.

It is important to note that Initiative 000 was a very complex initauve that had some

dynamics that may not be present in less complex initiatives,
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INITIATIVE 111 - COMPARING PROJECTS BETA AND DELTA

Initiazive 111 is described as “the power is in the partnerships.” The federal agency
describes the intent of this initiative is for local jurisdictions to develop a nerwork that is
more powerful as 2 group than 2ny one individual agency. This is done by bringing players
10 the table that may not work together regularly and/or may not understand the goals of the
other agencies working on the project. The act of working together will make the system

more effective in preventing and reducing crime.

The federal sponsor for this initiative acknawledged that before work could begin on
program development, time was needed to build relationships with other members of the
project. Project BETA took this very seriously and spent nearly two years developing and
establishing these working relationships. It was reflected in their collaboration results.

Initial work on Project DELTA was not this focused, ‘The project began with
familiar partners who had established a cooperative relatonship, It becarne evident that this
imitial model unintenuonally excluded other agencies and community representatives. ‘The
project went through several transitions and was still being solidified ar the time of the
interviews.

The five dimensions of collaboration are used as the framework for comparing
Praoject BETA and Project DELTA.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: AUTHORITY

Authority was shared in Projects BETA and DELTA. Both projects expended
significant energy building involvement of all members on their governance committees.

Project BETA though, demonstrated commitment to share decision-making and consensus

building as documented in their by-laws.
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COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RESPONSIBILITIES AND STRUCTURE

There was an opportunity to awend meetings of the Beta and Delta Projects. Project
BETA meetings were well attended by decision makers and communicy members. The
meetings were structured and included guest speakers. Project DELTA meetings had a
much smaller turnout and 1t appeared more of the implementers were present than decision

makers. The process was much less dynamic.

There is a structural difference between these projects. Project BETA had the same
organizarional strucrure throughaur the life of its project. The difference in Funcrion and

work of their governance commitiee and community meetings was clearty defined.

Project DELTA's structure evolved aver time, Onginally the povernance committee
consisted of only governmental agencies. A community advisory group was formed to offer
assistance to the governance commitree. This structure did not work. The governance
committee was not well organized or very involved with the work of the project as
evidenced by the irregular meetings. The community had its own structure for work. This
included other meetings that focused on community issues.  Coordination was eventually
achieved when the decision was made to contract for coordination services with the same

agency that provided coordination services for the other community meetings.

Project BETA and Project DELTA served neighborhoods with a high crime rare and
signs of urban decay. Both projects had been in operation for over 5 years but were in
different places in their evolution, partly due to the lack of an agreed upon structure for
conducting the work of Project DELTA.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: COMMUNICATION

Project BETA had an extremely comprehensive communication plan. The
governance committee built off of existing commumicarian channels to ensure flow of

information to and from the members and from others interested in the work of Project
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BETA. People were kept informed of progress, upcoming meetings with meeting agendas,

and a means ta ask for information.

Al the ume of the interviews, Project DELTA had initiated a fairly good
comumunication plan with neighborhood associauions. They alse used existing
communication channels to send and receive information. One of the major differences
berween the two projects was that Project BETA maintained communication with a broader
spectrum of stakeholders and incerested parties. Communication for Project DELTA
occurred primarily between the governance committee and selected neighborhood

2550C1A0005,

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RELATIONSHIPS

Relationships were exceptionally strong among the governance committee for
Project BETA. This is credited to the significant ime spent at the beginning of this effort o
address and resolve ongoing conllict based on past relauonships and an incident thar
occurred prior to the onset of this project, It is evident that they were able to resolve this
conllict and move forward togerther. They received a mean score of 3 in the interview and

document review coding. They also received 3’ in the areas associated with relationships on
the survey.

While it was not documented in the files, it was evident during the interviews thar
relationships were important among members of the governance committee for Project
DELTA. They liked each other and were committed 1o strengthening the services 1o youth
and their communicy. Their commitment was dernonstrated by their willingness 1o arrange
and artend a weekend retreat focusing on strengthening relarionships, surfacing and

addressing concerns of members, and revisiting their mission.
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COLLABORATION DIMENSION: VISION

As mennioned, Project DELTA was continuing to work on creating a shared vision
at the ume of the interviews. Information garhered through the interviews noted tha
members of Project DELTA talked about the sirupgle to communicate the worth of the
project to those who were not involved with the effort. It appeared this was partly due o
some lingering concerns about the intention of the primary governmental agency involved

with the implementation of the activities for this project.

Members of Project BETA were committed to this project. Coding results
illusteared thar people may not totally share the same vision for the project but this has not

affected their commitment to the work of the project, their colleagues or their community.

SUMMARY

Project BETA modeled collaboration in all dimensions of collaboration, They had a
comprehensive commurcation plan reaching beyond 1he people involved with the project, a
commitment to consensus-building and shared decision-making, a well established
organizational siructure, and refationships thar extended beyond 1he work of Project BETA

to concern for each person as an individual,

Mean scores would suggest that overall, the work on Project DELTA was more
closely assaciated with coordination. Most of the mean scores fell between 2 and 2.5, The
challenge to collaberation for Project DELTA seemed to be largely due 1o the lack of a clear
organizational structure that delineared roles and responsibilities. The relationships assisted
in keeping people at the table while they went through continual transitions until they found
a structure thar worked for them.



GENERAL DISCUSSION

SECTION FOUR

g0

Section Four provides an overall view of the four projects noting similarities and

differences that may have affected the degree of collaboration. Table Twelve provides a
brief descriptor of each dimension of collaboration for the four projects.

AITPHA BETA GAMMA DELTA
AUTHCRITY MOA MOA Assigned vo Lead Unclear
Top Dosm Co-Adminisrwion berertn  agency
Axturned by Fead govt and comuanity
agency
RESPOMSIBILITIES Aptigned by lead Built off existing structure Significant Limnited malf
AND STRUCTURE ageocy Co-chairs - govt and governmental and rEsouIces
Directed by projert comm, private aon-profi In transtion at
coordnaor Menaged by coordmaor urvclvemnent time of sudy
In concane flax Bosponsibditics shared Significant Responsitalivie
beteren goverumaral and  involvemnent by lead s thared
COMUAUATY ArpRmaraion agrocy beraren
Well mraffed Managod by gonvetnmental
Decision-malen involved  coardnater
with project Mare traditinnal COmnniTy
bureancratic Sructure organization
Well naffed
COMMLINICATION Lnitialby fres- Drizrusriul in beginning Yery prolifiz aaff Twoway
flowing Became tang-orxy Monly coe-way
Became one-way Shared decision-mading
RELATIONSHIPS Residual angar Baspect amtemg members Respect among Royperct
Ahle vo adedress and rembvee members among,
conflia Able 1o address and meanbers
reschve condlice Able tn
address and
rusodve
conllic
VISION Diesire to serve Dual vizinas - safery and D gct have shared Dol vision -
youth and dheir copsntuity devedopmont vision wfety and
COMOTLTY COmmunity
Did nor have 2 development
chared vision far
thus project

TABLE TWELVE: Overall Project Beview
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COLLABORATION DIMENSION: AUTHORITY

The literarure resules suggest shared authonty and decision-making are required for
collaboration. The projects that relinquished some real or perceived power to other agencies
and/or organizations proved to be the most successful in collaboration efforts. This
required the decision makers of the involved agencies and erganizations to come to
agreement regarding the conditions under which authority would be shared and the
identificarion of decisions that could be made jointly. The decision makers determined
which decisions were agency specilic and which decisions could be discussed and made wath
others. This made it possible for projects to collaborate, These conditions prevailed within
Project BETA. Authority issues became the downfall for Projea ALPHA. Agreed authority
could not be resolved within this project.

Collaboration can be difficuk if a shared authonty has not been agreed upon and
supported by those invalved with the werle. This was the condition which existed with the
Project GAMMA povernance committee. Cammuittee members failed to challenge the
authority or decision-making protocol for the project. Instead, they opted 1o “go along”
with whar was proposed. It is not clear from this study what caused this dynamic. It could
be due to numerous reasons such as not wanting to “make waves” or not being invested
enough to want to be more involved. Whatever the reason, this approach hampered

innovatian and suggestions for new or different ways of working.

If 4 group does not have 2 perceived leader it could flounder when authonity and
decision-making are lacking, Case-in-pont was Project DELTA. The people involved
appeared committed but the interviews suggested thar no one felt like the leader or tock the
leadership position. This dynamic created something like a rudderless ship.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RESPONSIBILITIES AND STRUCTURE

Results suggest a jointly developed strucrure 13 essential for collaboration and

necessary to accomplish the outcome associared with a vision whither it is shared or not
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shared. This was illustrared in Project ALPHA. The governance committee was meeting
before the project officially began - spending evenings and weekends working on creating
this vision, There was a lot of enthusiasm and commirment. An orgaruzarional structure
was also creared by the governance committee to include in the original application for
funding. Roles and responsibilities seemed to be overlapping and unclear. This led to
confusion regarding authority and decision-making protocol. The problem created by the
lack of clarity quickly surfaced when decisions needed to be made regarding action and
funding allocations, The administering agency, which assumed authonity, proposed and
instituted changes to the original organizational strucrure, but these changes were never

accepted or recognized by the governance comminee, even with ourside assistance,

This need for a jointly developed organizational structure with clearly defined roles
and responsibihivies was again dlustrated by the work of Project GAMMA. This project had
the most defined and elaborate organizational chart of the four projects thar clearly
iluserated the integrared work between the various committees. It had all layers of the
management team for the administering agency represented on each commitree, Care was
taken to have a governance committee as well as an interagency stafl comminee. This was
10 insure policy maker involvement and then subsequently the staff to carry out the work.
The project staff contracted with a consultant to assist the two major committees in defining
their roles and responsibilities. The cousultant also worked with the committzes in
developing 2 means for decision-making and conflict resclution. There were two positive
outcomes to this structure. First, people were well informed regarding the work of the
project, inrernally and externally. Secondly, an idea for innovative and progressive legislation
was born from bringing together very intelligent people from che administering agency.

There was a downside for collaboration though. This project had a very talented
coordinator whose personal sense of responsibility led her to do a lot of the commirtee
work. The administering ageucy staff did more wark than with the governance commuirtee.
Interviews suggested that the people involved in the two commitrees, governance and
interagency staff, were uncertain of the distinction berween the roles and responsibilities

between the two commirees as well as staff, and thus, less invested in the results,
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Those projects that invested the greatest amourt of time in establishing their
structure ar the beginning, of their project were the most successful. They clearly defined
roles and responsibilities of committees and commitiee members. As demonstrated by
Project BETA, one of their first activities was the appointment of two co-chaws (a
community and governmental representative). They did not vote unless there was a tie and
they discussed the issue before they voted together. They also developed a Logistics
Cammirtee thar had a representacive from the primary agencies that managed day-to-day
operations. There were commurity meetings to provide updates regarding the work of the
project, to listen to neighborhood concerns, and to report back to the community the results
of the governmental agencies efforts to address problems. The decuments and imerviews
confirmed the clarity between and among members.

Those that don't have a clear roles and organizational structure will struggle. Project
DELTA illustrated this. They struggled with these issués for most of the life of this
initiarive, Project DELTA’s organizational structure toak many forms, They tried several
maodels and ended with one similar o Project BETA. They hired a community-orgamzing
agency to be overall coordinator of the project. The coordinator for this agency was well
connected with other community groups and was able to connect the work of the various

ennities, thus moving forward in their collaborarive efforts.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: COMMUNICATION

One would suspect that open and direct communication is important m collaborative
efforts. And, this was true in all of the projects, However, as evidenced by Projear ALPHA,
if there is no process for resolving issues that arise ot of this openness, collaboration will
stall, And, if communication tends to be one-way, as evidenced in Project GAMMA, then a
joint ownership of the project may not occur. This 15 not meant as a critiasm. It appears to
be fallout of an extremely competent staff person who was committed to making sure

everyone received enough mformarion and all the informaudon,
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Projects BETA and DELTA have flexible and vanied channels for communication.
Project BETA's is the most developed and utilized a lot of existing channels to distribute
and receive communication from a variety of sources. It is believed this will occur for

Project DELTA as it solidifies its organizational structure.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: RELATIONSHIPS

Relationships take tme to develop but relauonships prior to the collaborarive project
do not appear to have a significant effect. Members of two of the projects, ALPHA and
BETA, had long pre-existing relationships with others worlung on the project. Two of the
projects, GAMMA and DELTA, had fewer long-term relationships between their members.

This, in itself, did not seem to afecx the results of their ability 1o collaborate,

Projects ALPHA and BETA had pecple on their cammittees who had Lived all their
lives in those communiries and have roots going back for generations so change is slow. In
addition, duning the interviews for both projects, people said “it takes a long time to be seen |
as a member of the community.” Cne of the people interviewed said she had lived in the
neighborheod 17 years and was still considered a neweomer. Even with this similarity in
context, Projects ALPHA and BETA ended with very different relationships among its
members,

Successful collaboration seemed to come down 1o the ability or inability to address
and resolve confha. Project ALPHA could not move beyond the conflict ereated by the
misunderstanding or disagreement regarding authority for the project. The feelings were so
strong around this issue that two people refused to be interviewed for this preject. 7 of the
11 who were interviewed said they would not do it again. Project BETA spent
approximately 2 years working through conflict. Many of the members credited the
facilitation and leadership skills of the community co-chair for their ability te come o

resolucion.



93

Projects GAMMA and DELTA did not share the long-standing relanonships of the
other two projects. While some of the members were farniliar with each other the
comumitiees had the oppormunity to forge new relationships. This seemed dependent partly
on the communication that ocourred berween members. While both governance
comumittees were respectiul in their interactions with each other, Project DELTA was more
open and direct in their communication. This surfaced conflict which was resolved

successfully, thus allowing cheir relationships to deepen, and hence to be more collaborative.

Respext was a critical element of successful relarianships across all the projects.
Members of Projecs BETA, GAMMA, and DELTA all spoke positively of other members
and with high regard. Project ALPHA members though did not speak high of each other,
though che significant conflict was beroween the admimstering agency and the community
members, The key to respect was trust, Trust was established by effectively resolving
conflict as evidenced by Projects BETA and DELTA. Project DELTA spent considerable
ume developing relationships with their commirtee members and others affected by their
work. This effort assisted the group in overcoming an initial uproar of conflict creating a
more prominent role for new and non-traditional partners on the Governance commitiee.
Project BETA was able to address conflict and move their work forward ‘This was largely
due to the skill set of the co~chairs of the Governance commirtee. The co-chairs gained
respect of their respective bodies - the community and the government, One of the co-
chairs had excellent facilitauon skills. These were used advantageously to surface confliax
and to aid resolution. This abilicy o address and resolve conflict deepened the relationships
between the people working on Projects.

COLLABORATION DIMENSION: VISION

A single shared vision was not visible in any of the projects. One of the interview
questions asked people to define the vision of the project. They were also asked to define
therr vision if cheir vision was different from the project. This allowed comparison of the

answers. These results were used to deterrmune if there was a shared vision berween the
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governance commirtee members, The coding indicated that none of the projects achieved a
shared vision. This, however, did not prevent Project BETA from demonstrating
collaboration. Aker over five years of working together the governance committee was still
not in total agreement regarding their intended outcome but, as a body, including the
governmental agencies, modeled collaboration in and through ther work

A shared vision remains important to sustain involvement. Evidence indicates thar
the role of staff can affect a shared vision, and thus the involvement of others, Competent,
prolific staff can produce the work for a project, but at what cost? As evidenced in Project
GAMMA, the perception of a shared vision was distorted between the documents and the
imterview responses. The mean score for the documents was 2.8 and 1.2 for the imerviews.
The review of the documents led to an assessment that this project was completely
integrated into the criminal justice system within that jurisdiction. This was debatable after
the governance commirtee members were interviewed. As stated previously, the vision
belonged to the lead agency. This suggests the importance of insuring the vision, if not
developed together, is discussed with all the involved parties. This would serve to surface
differences in perceprion regarding the vision of the project. If one person or a subset of

the group develops it, it remains theirs and not the one of the emire partnership.

The work associated with Project ALPHA provided an interesting twist to the idea
of a shared vision. They did have a shared vision, however, collaboration as defined, was
not reached. From the document reviews and the interviews, it appeared the Project
AILPHA governance committee spent, the necessary time and effort to develop a shared
vision prior to the onset of their funding. This was not enough though 10 keep them
progressing in a collaborative manner. This would suggest that the vision statement needed

to be revisited periodically to insure there is still agreement, especially as members change.

"The value of a shared vision was evident in the work of Project DELTA. Ongmnally
a government agency applied for and received funding for a collaborarive problem solving
project with minimal involvement by all the affected parties. There was a major uproar from
the communiry where the program was to be implemented. Even though the governmemal

agency had the best inteations in mind when they applied for funding, the communicy



helieved they should have been more invalved in the decision 1o proceed. It took several
years before the people involved with this project began to develop a shared vision for their

work.

SUMMARY

This chapter provided the findings and discussion for the results of four projects
efforcs at collaborative problem solving. As is evidenced from Lhose results, projects
implemented in similar geographical areas can have very different results based on the
collaborative structure and process that is adopred and honored by the members of the

£OVernance committee.

‘The effect of perceived ownership on the degree of collaborarion was illustrated
through the vision dimension. Clearly defined roles and responsibilities were useful in
assisting the work of the project to move forward. The resulrs of this research illustrated the
importance of relationships and the mpact of conflict. The outcome for collaboration can
be extremely positive if members commit to staying at the table unil there is resolution.

Also wimessed was the truly unfortunate outcome if a process is nort in place to resolve

conflict or if the shills necessary to do this are lacking,
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CHAPTER FIVE
OONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chaprer is divided into three sections:

» Conclusions
» Future Research
« Applicability to the Field

The Conclusions Section will discuss the results of the study as it relates to the
question explored through this study - can the criminal justice system adopr collaboration as
a way of working? More specifically, what is essential for the adoption of collaboration as a

way of working on joint problem solving projects?

The Future Research Section discusses questions that were not answered or should
be answered regarding the subject of collaboration. The discussion will include supgested
areas for furure research,

The Applicability to the Field Section is perhaps the most significant for
practitioners, Discussion in this section focuses specifically on what the basic requiremencs
should be if an individual or a group intends to enter into a collaborarive problem solving
venture. This will assist them in evaluating if this would be the most effective approach and
if the timing and condirions are condudve for collaboraton. The section also provides

suggestions for monitoring the progress of collaborative problem solving projects.

CONCLUSIONS

This study examined the ability of four different problem-solving pfujccts to adopt

collaboration as 2 means of conduaing worde The intenticn of the study was to discover the
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conditions under which collabaration flourishes or languishes using five dimensions of

collaborarion as a measure.

The premise of this study was that all five dimensions needed to be present for
collaboration, The five dimensions are;

» A jointly defined purpose and commitment to work as a team;

« [nstitution of interagency problem solving through the meshing of roles and
respensibilities;

» Balance of authonty and mutual responsibality;

» Establishment and maintenance of formal and informal methods for frequent and
flexible communication; and

» Formation of crusting relationships by surfacing conflict, discussing it and coming
to a murually agreed upon resolution.

Four projects were examined for this study. The results suggest that collaboration
an occur within the eriminal justice system. One of the projects adopred collaboration as
their avenue to conducting work. Two other projects employed a more coordinated
approach. The fourth group concluded somewhat cooperatively, primarily because of therr

commitment to their community and the youth they serve,

The literature suggests that a shared vision is essential for collaboration but this was
no the case for this study. Several things were leamed. One, a shared vision does not mean
a shared vision forever. Even if a group is fortunate enough to come together, care must be
taken to insure people remain on the same path. If people don't feel included, respected,

and involved, their commitment may stray or they may never become commitied.

In addition, it may be impossible for committees or teams that are extremely diverse
in their opinions and perceptions of their work to adopx a single vision. In the crimunal
justice, tearns usually consist of those from a law enforcement perspective and those froma
more rehabilitative perspective. These two perspectives can co-exist within a project and

still achieve collaboration starus if the members respect and trust each other.
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One of the ways to build this trust is to work together in establishing roles and
responsibilities regarding the work of the commutree(s). However, the focus is usually on the
programs that are funded by the project instead of exploring ways to accomplish the work,
‘This means taking the necessary ime to come to agreement regarding how the work will be
accomplished is often overlooked, This lack of attenuon to agreed upon practices can lead
to conflicx and as damaging, an excuse for why things don't ger done. Nothing changes
which leads to frustration by those working on the project and can cause lack of enthusiasm

in furure efforts.

If one or two people do the work of drafting the roles and responsibilities then a
faclicated discussion is necessary to insure there is an agreement by all members of the
governance commuttee. No changes to the operating structure should occur unless all the

memnbers agree with the change.

Roles and responsibilities are often displayed graphically using a flow chart, This
chart should clearly delineate the difference in purpose for each commirtee and the specific
activities for which they are responsible. A diagram of the organizational structure can assist

in luminaring overlapping roles and missing components.

Collaboration takes time and often people do not believe they have the time to invest
in these types of efforts. Established refationships can encourage people to invest the time
though. If relarionships have not been formed prior to the beginning of the project, then
care needs to be taken to establish and mantain posiuve working relationships that can
withstand questioning authority and motives. If relationships have been established prior to
" the beginning of 1he project, then the challenge is insuring misperceptions or past
experiences that had negative cutcomes are revealed and resolved.

Authority is often associared with power and, because of this, the most difficult to
meet the definition of collaboration - it must be shared In an environment where thase
with the power get the resources, the thought of giving up some of it may seem naive, It
requires a strong and commitred leader that can see the value of jeining forces in addressing
communiry safety. Usually the agency that receives the grant serves as the lead agency and,
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because of this, has or is assumed to have, the ukirmte authority. This assumption needs to
be discussed and consensus reached regarding how authority will be shared and in whar
situarions early in the process. The method for addressing violauons of the shared authority

agreement need to be in place before there is a prablem.

This shift in sharing authority is more likely to occur when there 1s a community
leader who has the respect of their community and government and the requusite factlitation
skills necessary 1o keep all parties at the Lable during difficult and challenging discussions.
The involvement of “community” in 2ssuming a part of authority is a true shuft in workang
practices and requires someone(s) who can maneuver through the shaftng tides to get ths
done. Governments are in existence to meet the needs of the pubhc (commumnty). Shufting
this practice to a dual relarionship between the government and the community will be a
challenge. The public usually voices concerns bur are not necessarily an active player in the
solution and Governmental agencies usually listen to the public concemns and attempt to
solve the problems. The combination of a well-respected and facilitative community leader
coupled with a confident governmental leader who is not adverse to risk-taking is required to

meex the authonty dimension of collaboration.

The framework for collaborative efforts falls on the communication skills of those
involved with the project. Open and direct cammunicarion is an importamt dimension for
collaboration. Miscommunication can ooour in positive and established relationships. The
chance for error increases with diverse groups or in conflict simarions. As with authority, a
person with facilitation skills is extremely valnahle in establishing open and direct
communicarion so conflict can be surfaced and resolved without the project being diverted
from its goals.

The results also suggest that all ive dimenstons do not need to be present for
collaboration, This study did find:

e A shared vision is important but not a prerequisite to collaboration;

* Joimtly developed structure and responsibilities are essential for collaboration;

o Relationships are important but trust is the key;
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» Shared authority and decision-making are 2 requirement for collaboration; and

» Open and direct communication 1s important but requires a means 1o facilirare and
manage issues which surface as a result.

FUTURE RESEARCH

It was advantageous to select two projects in each jurisdhction, especially since each
was implemented during the same time period, This mear the projects would be affected
similarly by contextual factors such as politics, economics, and social conditions. All four
projects received funding from the federal government for over four years with sufficient
funding to reduce resources as a barrier. The rwo jurisdicrions shared similar demographics.
Yer, che study only involved two jurisdictions and four projects. Additional research that
focuses specifically on collaboration would add to the validity and reliability of the findings
in chis study. In addition, the studies could explore the impact of persconalities on the

success ot failure of a collaborative problem solving effort.

A very important question that needs to be answered: Is collaboration more
appropriate for some types of work over others? Collaboration requires a significant
investment of time and ralent. It is incumbent upon those responsible to the public to make

decisions that producs the best results ar the lowest cost.

Funding is often contingent on evidence of collaborative relationships. But how
does one know if the [ndividuals or junisdictions applying for funding are or have developed
a collaborative approach to conducting work. Cellaboration takes time and, as evidenced in
this study, can have some detrimental consequences. So we find ourselves asking “Is forang
collaboration an inefficient use of money though, before we know the value of collaboration

over other, less comprehensive and complex approaches?

Shared autharity is a dimension of cellaboration and an example of the complexity
of this work It was found to be required for collaboration in chis study and other research
citad in the literature review. Sharing authority is directy linked to power - real and

perceived - by those involved with a collaborauve efforr. Power dynamics are usually
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acknowledged but rarely studied. And yet, it can be a pivotal dynamic in a group’s ability to
collaborate, Power differential in a group is rarely discussed doning the mesting but often is
the reason for ‘status quo’ situations, If some have more power — real or perceived - within
a group - it makes an nneven playing field. Ir would be useful to surface sitvations where
power distnbution has been openly discussed and reviewed in terms of how to best
incorporate the sharing of power (authonty) within a joint problem solving project. Work
has been done in building commumity capacity to collaborate, Research is now needed in the
capacity for govermnmental agencies to share power and authonty so collaborarion can have

mare chances to be successful.

As with power, another area that needs additional research is conflict and conflict
resolution from a gronp perspective, There are instruments that measure individual conflict
resolution styles but there isn't as much zbout how, once people know their style, work with
others of like or different styles. As mentioned during the lrerature review, McCloskey
believes that as relarionships build, conflict is avoided because people do not want to disrupt
the equilibrium. It could be interesting to study the outcome of those groups who have a
commitment and process for addressing and resolving conflict compared 1o those who do
nat have one with the cutcome of their efforts. It would be interesting to use the individual

confhict resolution styles of the members as a variable in the analysis

The results of this study leads to recommending the exploration of successful
examples of incorporaung a collaborative approach into agency’s organizational strucrire,
As was discussed in the introduction, change within an organizarion is as difficult as change
between interagency problem solving groups. This is importamt because usually the people
working within organizations are more likely to remain in their current positions then the
people in leadership positions. This means that the instirutionalization of collaboration as a
way of working 1s contingent on it being accepted by the agency staff. Determining how this
has been or could be done would be very useful to all organmzarions,
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There has been a call for collaborarion within the criminal justice system. Some
believe it is necessary since government is inefficient. They believe there is a duplication of
services and a lack of accountability. Others call for collaboration because they believe in a
continuum of responses to crime that can only be achieved by a response thar blurs lines of
authority and responsibility and insures the best use of resources and the most promising
practices. The first question that needs 1o be answered by those considering this alternare
way of working 1s “what is collaboration and how is it different from what we are currently
doing?” The word collaborarion is overused and misused. Wark could proceed more
productively if time is taken to insure a shared definition, thus reducing the chance for

confusion at a later date.

The second question is “whar will we get ont of adopting collaboration as a way of
working on joint problem solving projects? People can then decide if they would rather
retain the existing way of working, usually a coordinated response - cne thar reduces
duplication or gaps in responses by sharing information in a more formal manner. Orthey
can decide it is time to “think outside the box™ and try a new approach - one that is more

time consuming and labor intensive but is beheved 10 produce greater results.

Collaboration takes time. Two questions that has to be answered are “do you and
your group want to invest the necessary ime to establish an ongeing collaborative approach
to problem selving? Would the expected outcomes be enough to satisfy your investment of
tme and talents? This will also insure all are aware of the possibilides and the challenges 1o

collaboranion.

This study found that effort is required at the beginning of a projeat to clarify roles
and responsibilities, design the organizational structure for the work, and address and
determine the areas of shared authority and design a process for shared decision-making, It
would be useful for the group to understand the concept of consensus building and how it

differs from the traditional democratic process of voting.



105

These tasks can be more easily accomplished if there is a respected leader and a
person with facilitation skills. This may need to be rwo separare people if the leader for the
project does not have the necessary facilication skills, Facilitation is used to surface any

contflicts and, as importantly, to assist the group in moving toward resclution.

It is recommended that each group develop a set of questions thar would inform
them of the degree to which they are coliaborating in each of the five dimension areas and
insure each person answers these questions periodically throughout the life of the project,
This affords the group an opportunity to monitor their progress, to make adjustments where
necessary, and to insure they do not fall back into past practices,

It was evident in all the projects thar co-chairs seem to be effective when non-
tradirional partners are involved. One chair represems the governmental agencies and one
chair represents the non-traditional partners, such as community members. This also
requires assurance that the co-chairs have an agreed upan protocol for managing the group
and their participarion in decision-making.

Another position thar was mentioned often during this study and in a review of the
lirerature was the coordinaror position. This person, with the right set of skills, can aid the
Project in moving forward in collaborative manner, They are not par of the group but the

one thar functions as the gatekeeper far work and process.

Collaborarion is a process; a way of working thar may not be appropriare in all
sicuations, Collaboration, with the assistance of facilitation, though, is a way of working to
insure all ideas and opinions are surfaced, addressed, ard evaluated in terms of what is best
for a joint problem solving project, not just the individual agency. And it is a way of
breaking free of traditional ways of working. The challenge remains though that this
requires “change.” |

In summary, collaboration requires groups vo clearly and honestly identify the cype of

approach they want to use in conducting their wark. This will reduce frustrarion with

‘process’ if the parties do not want to collaborate. It will also provide the appartunity for
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the group to practice being open and direct in their interactions with others and 1o work

through conflict to resolution - thus allowing them to proceed together collectively in

solving a complex social issue - crime.
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BE:  Measunng Collaborarion Besearch Project

The National Institute of Justice (NIJ) has funded a study to examine the depree of change annbured
to collaborative problem solving and shared decision-making efforts in alocal sering, 1am
cotiducting this study in miy role as a Visitng Fellow with NIJ and as a graduate student in the
Deparunent of Planning, Public Policy and Management a1 the University of Oregon.

Collaborarion is defined as “a smunually benelicial and well-deflined r:lmons]np entered into b}' W
or more organizations 1o achieve common goals. Your project endtled “ ” was
selected for this study, along with three other simular types of projects across the Unired Suaies.
Through dhis research, [ intend to explore the effecis of collaborarron on the way business is
condhurted  Callaboraring with ochers takes dme 2nd resources. As resources are more constrained
than ever, it is imporrant to examine the costs and benelus of collaboratinn.

Thank you for agreeing to be a participant in this study and allowing me to interview you The
interview will require approximately 1-%4 hours of your time. I am writing to request your assistance
as a participant in this study. Parucipation is voluntary. You will be assigned an {demification
numnber thar will appear on anty forms or questionnaires thar you complexe. No person or site will be

identified in the study. You will also have the oppartuniry 1o review any drafts of reports or
publicarions thar include inlormarinn gathered from visitng your sice.

Amached is a consent form dhar gives a brief d.escnpunn of the project, whar you wonld be asked o
do, and a request for you to be a participant in the study, ] will pick up the sgned copy during your
nterview on . Please let me know if you would like addirional informaton.

Thank you for taking the time o meet with me, If you have any questions, please feel [ree to contact
me. I can be reached at 202-353-1860 or 541-953-1841, My email is downingm@usdoi.cip.gov or
M gramun l.co

Respectiully,

Myra Wall Dowrung
Viaring Fellow
Gradume Student



Consent Farm: Measuring Collaboration Bescarch Project
Myra W, Dowrung, Visiting Fellow, Narional Insunnte of Justice
And graduate student, University of Oregon

Purpose and Description of Research: The purpose of this study is an exploration of the degree
of change atributed to collaborative problem selving and shared decision-making efforrs in a local
sewing. Collaboration is defined a5 a mutually beneficial and well-defined relaxionship entered into
by two or more organizauons to achieve common goals. This study will examine the factors and
condinions that affected the partnership and insunstonalization of the new relatonship, The
research will focus on [ive specific areas:

1. Vision

2. Relanonships

3. Responsibiliues and Stwructure
4. Communicagon and

5. Authority and Accountabilicy

Case studies will be completed for four projects across the United States to assess what factors
and/or conditons contnbute to suceessful collaboration.

Confidenuality of Participants’ Information. Paricipants will be asked to fill out two
questionnaires and be interviewed by Lhe Principal Investigator. All responses to surveys and
incerviews will be kept anonymous and treated as group data only. No names or uther idenrifying
informarion will appear on the writen material. Locarions will be described using Lerms such as “a
small midwestern city” or “a large urban area.” Participants will have the opportunity to review any
matenal before it 15 published wirh conflicting opinions noted in the final report,

Risks and Benefits. There are no known risks to pantivipants. Participatian is completely
voluntary. Participants may refuse w participate in the study, or withdraw from the study at any
point.

Conract Infarmation. Questions and further information about the research may be obtained by
contacting: Myra Wall Downing, Visiting Fellow, National Institute of Justice, 10 7tb Street, NW,
Washington DG, 20001, The telephone number is 202-353-1860 or 541-953-8141. The email
address is downingm@usdoj.ojp.gov or MyraWDowning@aol.com. Dr. Richard Margerum, the
faculey advisor for this project, can also be contacted. His telephone number is 541-346-2526 and his
emall is rdm@uoregon.edu.

Consent Form Signature (Required for Participation)}

I have read the above descripiion and voluntarily agres to participate in the Measuring Collabaration
Research Project

Nams

Project Title
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